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“It is difficult but necessary to face the heartbreaking history of slavery, lynching, segregation,
and racial injustice that has burdened our nation for generations. It can be painful and
uncomfortable to see the brutality and cruelty we have allowed in this country, but we ignore it at
our peril. We have to find the courage to face the past honestly and in doing so we will learn
things that are necessary to become a healthier society” (Bryan Stevenson 3).

I dedicate this project to the victims of racial violence for whom I will
continue to fight as an artist-philosopher and educator. I also
dedicate this project to Lilly and Izzy, my inspiration for everything.
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ABSTRACT
Lisa M. Williamson
CONFEDERATE AESTHETICS: FROM RECONSTRUCTION TO DECONSTRUCTION
Confederate sculptures are not mundane objects that decorate the landscape in
communities across the United States, but are ideological structures to white supremacy. When
the words monument and memorial are used interchangeably and weaponized, the sculptures are
trapped on a hermeneutic circle that escalates racial conflict to abuse. By twisting circular
interpretation to form an apeiron, represented as an infinity symbol, rigidity can be opened to
accept a multiplicity of truths.
This project begins by untangling the words monument and memorial to demonstrate
abuses of power and memory. By stripping away the language, the sculptures and the work they
perform in public to uphold white supremacist ideology is revealed. Exposing them removes
their power and neutralizes the grounds for discourse where dialogical sculptures can then be
inserted.
The inclusion of dialogical public art that moves Confederate aesthetics to an apeiron
engages conflict transformation that expresses the fluidity of history, memory, and
consciousness. Recontextualizing public art not only indicates a cultural paradigm shift, but has
the power to form a new public that accepts a multiplicity of truths. Public art that aids in the
formation of a new public holds the promise of helping the collective development of a new level
of consciousness, compassion, empathy, and care that is extended to others.

KEYWORDS: Hermeneutic apeiron, Monument, Memorial, Confederate aesthetics,
Phenomenology
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Introduction

Whereof one cannot speak, thereof be silent is the partial aphorism by Ludwig
Wittgenstein scrawled in orange spray paint on the Logan Square Monument, a nearly onehundred-year-old structure marking the history of Illinois’ statehood (see fig. 1).

Fig. 1. Bacon, Henry. Logan Square Monument. Photo by Leor Galil. DNAINFO, Mina Bloom,
13 July 2017, www.dnainfo/chicago/20170731/logan-square/graffiti-logan-square-monumenttagged-illinois-centennial-memorial. Accessed Apr. 25, 2021.

Ambuscaded under the cover of darkness in the summer of 2017, a graffiti artist disrupts
a grand narrative to make visible a power structure depicted in marble that might otherwise blend
into the landscape. Tagging activates the site for public discourse, with the spray paint serving as
a form of resistance that reveals an underlying resentment permeating the community. In a
monument to the laborers and farmers who contributed to the creation of Illinois statehood, the
graffiti reveals the omittance of the Black laborer, enslaved or free, from an historical narrative.

2
The most common translation of Wittgenstein’s aphorism is: “Whereof one cannot speak,
thereof one must be silent,” and forms the last line of Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus
(Wittgenstein 56). The forcefulness of the words “one must” is omitted from the structure,
however, the word “monument” in the title serves as their replacement and is just as persuasive,
for the sentiment of Wittgenstein’s quote lingers and allows the audience to interpret what it
means and how it is applicable to the monument. The tag of the graffiti artist speaks to the silent
white subject who pulls up to the traffic light in front of the structure during their daily commute.
Or enjoys lunch on a park bench while gazing absentmindedly upon the marble Doric column.
A somnambulistic white audience, with numb language and thought, meander through
their environment without being surprised or startled when they encounter a monument. The
ideology of the monument is such that it has successfully escaped thought for decades while
enjoying the camouflage of a well-manicured park, allowing it to stand uncontemplated and
unchallenged, until it is tagged. To contemplate and challenge the structure would mean to bring
ideology into thought, causing a retrieval of the most violent and systemically ingrained crime in
United States history. Even more uncomfortable for many in the audience is to hold the thought
long enough to see the correlation between racial violence of the past and racial violence today.
Wittgenstein asserts in Tractatus that language reflects truth in thought and reveals the
existence of linguistic limits, in other words, if language is limited, then thought is limited. And
if it cannot be said, it cannot be thought. Where words and images put forth intentions in thought,
their intentional absence does not mean something is unsayable. The intervention of
Wittgenstein’s words reveals popular thought at the time of the structure’s creation, which was
that Black laborers and farmers were not considered to be contributors to state success because
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they were not thought of as being human beings. They simply were not thought about at all and,
therefore, not thought about during the creation of the Logan Square Monument.
Wittgenstein’s words also illuminate the problem of the post-Civil War monument and
memorial campaign, which was the absence of a proper artistic conceptualization of
emancipation and racial equality, which is to say, artistic conceptualizations that did not merely
depict the unshackling of captives but placed the Black figure in a position of power and
reverence. The idea of racial equality was so far out of the realm of understanding and
acceptance by the white population post-Civil War, that fractures allowed for further abuses and
exploitations of power. These fractures were made visible through public art.
The spray-painted quote recovers the absence of thought, bringing it into contemporary
conversation by drawing attention to the omission of Black representation in the fuller narrative.
The Logan Square Monument represents only one outdated structure in the United States, but
many more continue to be challenged or avoid a dialogic altogether. Confederate ideology born
from white supremacy continues to infiltrate even the most unsuspecting places and spaces, with
public sculpture becoming the new battlegrounds for unresolved racial conflict.
Within this work, I argue that although Confederate structures have become part of the
American landscape, and represent an important part of U.S. history, they are places of racial
violence and trauma. I assert that the artist-philosopher invested in shaping a new public can do
so through a phenomenological approach that enhances perceptual experience, making visible
that which is ignored or forgotten. Through the engagement of phenomenology, the artistphilosopher can recontextualize existing structures for the purpose of diffusing conflict, thus
leading to the transformation of conflict from abuse to healing. The artist-philosopher can also
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insert new constructions, or counter-Confederate sculptures, that speak directly to existing
sculptures and provide a multiplicity of perspectives.
At the time of this writing, protests have erupted across the U.S. and monuments are
being toppled and defaced in several cities. To date, the protests and riots marking the death of
George Floyd on May 25th, 2020, have grown to be the biggest Civil Rights protest in U.S.
history, and expanding to more than a dozen countries. The outrage that erupts due to police
brutality against Black people is oftentimes expressed at Civil War monuments and memorials,
while much of the white public remains ambivalent or offended by the desecration of public art.
Chapters One and Two work to untangle the differences between a monument and
memorial, while demonstrating that neither word is an accurate reflection of Civil War
structures, specifically those to the Confederacy. Chapters Three and Four explore a psychology
of supremacy and the ethical nature of aesthetic endeavors, while offering a new methodology of
interpretation. This new methodology of interpretation, which I call a hermeneutic apeiron, is
already at work in many contemporary structures to memory, while offering an opportunity for
conflict transformation by way of a multiplicity of voices. Chapter Five provides examples of
public sculptures abroad and within the U.S. that participate in transformative work, while
expressing the promise of contemporary art that accepts several truths.
Although parts of this work will include a reimagining and recontextualizing of
Confederate structures, should they remain standing, it also acknowledges the nuance of each
locale in determining the best resolution for their structures. As this work will demonstrate,
monuments and memorials have layered meanings, and there is much that can be learned when
contemplating their purpose in contemporary society. What is apparent is that they can no longer
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remain unchallenged. To continue to protect them as historical structures or fine works of art
reveals as much about the protector as it does about the sculpture itself.
In order to grasp the magnitude of the Confederate ideology as it is imposed and
revealed, thus allowing a response to be meaningful and productive, it is necessary to have an
understanding of the size and scope of the interplay of aesthetics. Specifically, aesthetics which
uphold the rhetoric of the Vice President of the Confederacy, Alexander H. Stephens, as outlined
in his Cornerstone speech of 1861, in which he asserts the “great truth that the negro is not equal
to the white man” (Stephens 10). This truth, he explains, serves as the cornerstone of the new
government, thus justifying slavery in the Confederate constitution. He continues by asserting
that the newly formed Confederate government is the first government in the world’s history that
is concretized by this “great truth.”
The Confederate aesthetic is therefore an aesthetic predicated on racism. It is not only
contained in solid forms and symbols that continue to survive today, but also in the act of doing;
in other words, activities carried out in the name of white supremacy, including racial violence.
Confederate aesthetics continue to permeate U.S. culture, from the conscious raising of a
Confederate flag on a state house, to the latent omittance of Black subjectivity from an historical
narrative, the observance of General Robert E. Lee’s birthday in the South, and a recently
overturned law (as of 2020) that insisted on the segregation of Alabama schools.
The Confederate aesthetic chooses when to impose or restrict language and imagery, thus
controlling when and under what circumstances subjectivity is brought into thought and
consideration. It is therefore my assertion that although the Confederate aesthetic represents an
important era in U.S. history, left unchallenged it stunts the growth of inclusionary collective
consciousness thus perpetuating racism and leading to continued racial violence. Furthermore, it
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is my assertion that we need to reconsider using the same language and symbols appropriated by
Confederate culture that lends power and credence to problematic Confederate structures.
As of this writing, article number three on the Southern Poverty Law Center’s website
identifies the existence of over seven hundred documented Confederate structures (SPLC 51).
These structures hold the classification of monuments, memorials, and statues built to celebrate
the Confederacy, the majority of which can be found in the South, though some are as far north
as Montana and Massachusetts. What does not make the list are the quiet offenders, such as the
Logan Square Monument. Monuments of omission that subscribe to the rhetoric of white
supremacy could very well double or triple the number of Confederate structures throughout the
entirety of the U.S., not just the South.
These monuments could be classified as either Union or Confederate, but I argue they
adhere to the Confederate aesthetic if they omit the Black subject from their narrative. Subjecting
Union structures to the same rigor of critical analysis reveals the truth of the Union, that they
were also not in support of post-emancipation racial equality. In addition to monuments, the
SPLC has identified over eight hundred Confederate markers in the public realm that include the
dedication-in-name of parks, schools, and highways. Furthermore, as of this writing, six states
continue to allow state employees time off work to celebrate Confederate holidays such as
Confederate Memorial Day and General Robert E. Lee’s birthday.
The social implications of the existence of both overtly racist symbols, and symbols of
omittance, continue to be at the forefront of debate. Violent protests erupt at the mention of
removing Confederate symbols, prompting many cities to fast-track voting at the local level in
order to sneak a problematic structure away under the cover of darkness. If discourse
surrounding removal is public, protests flare and are met with counter-protests that have, at

7
times, turned deadly, such as the one August 12, 2017 in Charlottesville, Virginia. Sometimes it
is a race-related crime that prompts social awareness and recognition of a correlation between
Confederate symbols and racial violence, such as the local debate surrounding the Confederate
Memorial Fountain in Helena, Montana, as a result of the Emanuel African Methodist Episcopal
Church shooting in Charleston, South Carolina June 17, 2015.
Although many of these symbols are falling, and at a faster rate now, what is to come
next remains to be seen. Sometimes removal is called illegal or temporary. Groups who do not
identify as white supremacists but only recognize the militaristic relevance of the monuments,
argue they be saved. When removed, the structures do not disappear into thin air, and it is not
incomprehensible to think private citizens will collect them and place them in public view on
private land. As recently as 2017, they continued to be inserted into communities. For instance,
the Sons of Confederate Veterans installed a Confederate soldier memorial the same year in
Georgia. Describing themselves as an historic honor society, they accuse groups like the Ku
Klux Klan of working counter to their mission of portraying the romantic moments of
Confederate history. Subscribing to the belief in the Lost Cause, women attend dedications in
hoop skirts as the SCV celebrates admirable soldiers who were called to arms to fight for “their
home, their land, and their neighbors.”
The various organizations arguing for and against Confederate aesthetics is a palimpsest
of perspectives. The divisive symbols can incite otherwise peaceful activists to perform a violent
act in the name of toppling oppression. The symbols can also place the historian and the white
supremacist on the same plane, as the two opposing views argue for preservation of history
guided by different principles and objectives.
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For the purpose of preservation, thousands of dollars and hours of labor have been sunk
into scrubbing Wittgenstein’s quote from existence, in the hopes that the dialectic around the
Logan Square Monument will disappear as well. The new thought is erased in an effort
to preserve the original thought, thus preserving a visual representation of the ideological state
apparatus. The act of disrupting and preserving brings to the surface the difficulty in challenging
ideology. What must be considered is whether or not the ideology has expired, and if not,
identify the mitigating factors that result in its preservation. How to engage in a constructive
dialectic that reveals the harm monumental history inflicts, and what determines the expiration of
ideology must also be considered. The current political climate demands urgency in addressing
the infectious ideology of white supremacy that has never been extinguished, but has instead,
become increasingly active.
The SPLC has identified a sixty percent rise in what they consider to be hate groups in
the U.S. over the past thirty years, with the rapid emergence of anti-Muslim groups. Although
the SPLC reports that the number of KKK chapters have, in fact, diminished, by and large white
nationalist groups heeding a similar cause, utilize new modes of structuring for the purpose of
consolidation and communication. These modes include re-branding their messages and forming
non-profit organizations immune to scrutiny by the Federal Bureau of Investigation in order to
uphold what they consider to be their First Amendment rights. Restructuring efforts become
problematic in the sense that it allows for language that engages a hermeneutic circle supported
by the freedom of expression and its relative response, the freedom of interpreting said
expression; it also opens space for the freedom to exploit and abuse others.
This work addresses three aspects of Confederate aesthetics: first, the language
surrounding three-dimensional structures (monument, memorial, and sculpture), second, the
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genealogical, psychological, and phenomenological modes of interpretation of said structures
that trap them in a hermeneutic circle, and third, new solutions and documentations of successful
and unsuccessful structures in a post-modern era of monument-making.
The first aim of this project is to challenge the language used to label structures to white
supremacy. Chapter One addresses the ambiguity of monument-making in the U.S., including the
differences between intentional and unintentional monuments. It also challenges the word
monument as a power structure, based on Friedrich Nietzsche’s genealogical methodology as
applied to morals and notions of power. Chapter Two looks at the way memory is aestheticized
in public sculpture. Through an inquiry into what a memorial is, it is revealed the ways in which
Confederate memorials fall short in their duty as a place of mourning.
The second aim of this project is to present Confederate structures as ontological objects,
demonstrating that they serve both as mythological origin story and reinforcement of white
supremacy. In Chapter Three, I posit memorials serve as reinforcements of white supremacist
subjectivity that identifies Confederate sculptures as mirrors. Referencing Walter Benjamin’s
essay “Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” I continue to touch upon the Confederate
identification with the proletariat and the way in which the Confederate monument and memorial
campaign populates the U.S. through methods of mass reproduction, opening new perspectives
of interpretation through the lens of French psychoanalyst and psychiatrist Jacques Lacan. In
Chapter Four, I propose to stretch the boundaries of the hermeneutic circle past an infinite spiral,
cancel the power center, and reconfigure interpretation to be an apeiron that allows for
multiplicity through the insertion of micro-narratives, an interpretive palimpsest, both transparent
and revealing. The apeiron, represented as an infinity symbol, is not a complete departure from
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the circle, but demonstrates the potentiality for public sculptures to move conflict away from the
abuse of another towards a transformative experience within.
The third aim of this project is to consider the various responses to expired structures and
illustrate the ways in which contemporary artists work with communities to raise collective
consciousness. While counter-Confederate structures are slow to emerge in the U.S., the
phenomenological approach to contemporary memorial-making engages sense perception for the
purpose of imprinting micro-narratives for transformative experience. Chapter Five addresses
monuments and memorials in Germany, Hungary, and South Africa that utilize post-modern
aesthetics in public art in order to address difficult history. Through this examination we can
recover Benjamin and apply a Marxist aesthetic to the development of collective consciousness
that remains open for growth and deeper understanding.
Although the idea of a Marxist aesthetic, which is to say an aesthetic that recognizes the
social and economic conditions that govern taste and beauty, will no doubt cause some readers to
protest, my application of the words pertain to public art that is created as a public project rather
than an individual’s art piece. Examples of Marxist aesthetics are discussed in Chapter Five,
where I also demonstrate how Montgomery, Alabama, addresses difficult history, a difficult
present, and serves the entire community through art. The purpose of this writing is to consider a
different way of approaching Confederate aesthetics, decipher the psychological components tied
to causal interpretation, and invite new artistic methodologies that disrupt the either/or decisions
each locale makes or avoids.
In order to prepare the grounds for discourse, I would like to address my choice of
language within this writing. In using the terms north and south uncapitalized, I am referring to
regions of the country identified as either above or below the Mason-Dixon line, which is to say
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the invisible demarcation separating the north from the south. As casual references I use the
words north, south, east, and west as they pertain to U.S. geography. When I capitalize the words
North and South, I am referring to the political bifurcation of the U.S. leading into the Civil War.
The North is also referred to as the Union, and the South also referred to as the Confederacy.
Because the political division lasted well beyond the end of the Civil War, I use the capitalized
terms to denote the ideological power structures rather than the geographical locations.
I use the term Black, with a capital “B,” in reference to those from the African diaspora
living within the United States. As of 2020, the move to capitalize the letter “B” has been
adopted by several publications as well as writing style guides, however, this was not the
impetus behind why I began capitalizing. I use the capitalized word Black as a form of cultural
and political respect, and as recognition that the term African American is an insufficient
identifier for those who did not immigrate to the U.S. from Africa by their own free will.
Whether or not the capitalized word Black is more sufficient, or reduces someone to a skin color,
is a debate that will continue after this project is complete and may change over time. At some
point the language may become outdated and replaced with different language. This fluctuation
in language strengthens the notion of the flexibility of words, while acknowledging that when
sufficient language does not exist, thought continues to persist.
When using the word white, I choose not to capitalize the “w” in the text because I am
referring not only to skin color, but an ideology. Although it is becoming more common for the
letter “w” to be capitalized when referring to white Europeans in the U.S., my decision to not
capitalize the “w” is to avoid reinforcing white supremacy within a writing on the rejection of
white supremacy. The word white, therefore, refers not only to individuals, but a system of
oppression within the U.S.
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Because the Confederacy defines itself as a white government created to uphold a white
power structure, the crux of this work addresses art created to reinforce the status quo of a white
power structure. Within the course of my research, I have found that numerous structures fall
within the category of what I consider Confederate aesthetics, even if not in formal name, as long
as they commit themselves to spreading a message of white superiority. As mentioned earlier,
the message could be overt with signs and symbols, or covert through omission. The form of the
Confederate aesthetic I am addressing in the entirety of this project is the sculpture, oftentimes
named a monument or memorial. Beginning with Reconstruction Era sculptures, there are three
types of Confederate structures that will be the focus of this work: the monument, the memorial,
and the statue.
The fourth component, the plaque that stands alone or accompanies the sculpture, will
also be addressed as it works to give strength to the sculpture. I have narrowed the focus to
Confederate structures because along with Union structures they were the first to emerge within
the two large waves of U.S. monument-making: Post-Reconstruction and the Civil Rights
Movement. They also continue to be installed, are sites of celebrations, protests, and violence,
and serve as metrics of the ideology of the community. The reader will find that the critiques of
Confederate structures can be applied to critiques of white supremacist structures as a whole that
abuse or omit the BIPOC (Black, Indigenous, People of Color) communities.
Monuments, memorials and sculptures are hierarchically ordered, with the monument
occupying the top. As long as any of them occupy a place of importance above a human being, it
is nearly impossible to engage them in productive discourse. In other words, as long as it is
illegal to challenge their public standing, they will continue to hold power over the public.
Providing a clear definition of the three categories of Confederate structures will neutralize their
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power in order to loosen their dependency on language, identity, and perceived social status. By
addressing these structures, we are addressing the most challenging Confederate aesthetic in the
public sphere; for, the preservation or removal of a structure for the purpose of rehoming or
discarding is an expensive undertaking that far exceeds the cost of the removal of any other
remnant of the Confederacy. Furthermore, the price of ignoring its existence is immeasurable.
As each of the four Confederate structures warrant further investigation beyond the
pinning down of a definition, I will include a roadmap for the direction each investigation will
take. Applying phenomenological and genealogical methodologies to the evaluation of terms in
subsequent chapters will allow the labels to be considered in a new way for the purpose of
productive public discourse, while determining whether it is possible to deconstruct the
hierarchal order of aesthetics through language. Deconstruction may prove to be a useful
entrance into public discourse on the social standing of structures in understanding the power
they hold at each hierarchal interval.
Take for example, the privileging of a monument over a statue, or a memorial over a
plaque that serves as an historical marker, the privileging of an authentic marble creation over a
reproducible bronze, or the privileging of the white body over the Black body. A deconstruction
of the three structural categories will then open a play of discourse that moves beyond the
bifurcation of preservation/removal; it will address the arguments of rehoming controversial
structures in, for example, a museum. Lastly, deconstruction of definitions will underscore the
importance of formal documentation by historians in comparison to documentation by the media.
Current scholarship by art historians, such as Dr. Kirk Savage and Dr. Sarah Beetham, play an
enormously important role in developing the transhistorical components of Confederate
structures. The documentation and research by the aforementioned historians affirm the
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importance of the Confederate structure during the time of construction, as well as opening a
consideration for contemporary significance.
The difficulty with the state of Confederate structures today is that many times they are
removed prior to documentation. Given that the trauma of an historical event does not disappear
through physical extraction or graffiti intervention, the historian can rectify a hasty disruptive
event by recording the act of removal or graffiti as an historic moment. The installation of the
structure, its life and its death, are elevated in significance and become an indicator of shifting
paradigms in public consciousness. On the contrary, when the historian is not involved, the
documentation is not conducted by a disinterested party, but rather becomes a rhetorical device
for the news media, which often leads to violent repercussions. The benefit of the involvement of
a disinterested party is that they have no use for controversy, make no judgment of the structure
or the events leading to its removal, and is therefore considered a neutral recorder. In considering
the dilemma of documentation and preservation, Friedrich Nietzsche says:
We want to serve history only to the extent that history serves life: for it is possible to
value the study of history to such a degree that life becomes stunted and degenerate - a
phenomenon we are now forced to acknowledge, painful though this may be, in the face
of certain striking symptoms of our age (Nietzsche 70).
In Untimely Meditations, Nietzsche identifies three types of history: monumental,
antiquarian, and critical. For Nietzsche, each type of history is capable of inflicting abuse. In
order for each type of history to work in carrying forward intellectual process, they must work in
harmony. Part of the stagnation of process in U.S. culture today has to do with the perception of
the word history. In German, the language from which Nietzsche is translated to English, the
word historie refers to an intellectual process. By contrast, the English word history, at least in
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U.S. culture, is understood as a recording of past events. I say this to also acknowledge the
growing number of history teachers in the U.S. who teach historie as process, to an audience that
understands history as past events and anticipates a history class to consist of memorization of
dates and events rather than an opportunity for critical thinking.
As I have discovered during the course of research, the discrepancy between historie and
history continues to be a hinderance to the addition of new perspectives about the past. This
writing asks the reader to apply the intellectual process of historie to the history of past
events. Historie, in the Nietzschean sense, will refer to his three types of historical processes:
monumental, antiquarian, and critical. History, in the U.S. sense, will apply to historical events
of the past. As I will demonstrate, Confederate structures are loyal to U.S. history without being
flexible to historie as process. This inflexibility is what Nietzsche means when he uses the term
unhistorical, as in, not engaging in the intellectual process of historie. Whereas art historians can
engage the intellectual process through the documentation of past events, an artist-philosopher
has the potential to fulfill the requirement of historical process by challenging language and
imagery through interventions and re-conceptualizations. The first category I propose to
challenge and reconceptualize is the notion of the monument.
Derived from the Latin word moneo, meaning I remind or I warn, monuments are
reminders. They remind of events while providing warnings for the future. Considered to be
symbols of power; monuments also serve as placeholders for monumental history. They are
abstract representations of an event at a site, a story to be retold. They take the form of a series of
plastic structures, such as Monument Avenue in Richmond, VA, once lined with memorials to
Confederate military heroes. Or they take the form of natural structures, such as Bears Ears
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National Monument in Utah consisting of a pair of mesas that hold significance for Native
Americans in the region.
Although for the moment the focus is on plastic structures, meaning structures
manipulated by human hands, deeper analysis in subsequent chapters will lead to observations
regarding the way in which the U.S. government decides which monuments receive state and
federal funding for preservation. For the purpose of this writing, unless otherwise stated and
when referring to plastic monuments, I am referring to a three-dimensional structure that has
been constructed in order to sustain monumental history. The monument may serve as its own
individual structure or serve as an umbrella for a grouping of memorials, statues, and plaques.
The monument, along with the history it represents, is passed from one generation to the next in
much the same way as a baton in a relay race. During this exchange, there is a release and a
grabbing-hold. History is served and accepted, bequeathed and inherited. Within the dialectic of
monuments created from Reconstruction on, several narratives are presented. Passed along are
the stories of war heroes, common soldiers, civil rights activists, and community tragedies.
Monuments represent humans’ will, including the will to power and the will to survive.
Monuments also represent a will to perseverance, or what Nietzsche might consider to be
an internal mastery over moral dilemmas. Monuments use the past to inspire the future, but there
are drawbacks to these structures. As Nietzsche explains, “[m]onumental history deceives by
analogies: with seductive similarities it inspires the courageous to foolhardiness and the inspired
to fanaticism…” (Nietzsche 6). He warns against using monumental history as a means
to inspire the future because of its reliance on grand narratives propagated by power structures.
Monumental history serves as the “summit” of a “range of human mountain peaks” meant to
reinforce our faith in humanity, while the monument serves as the “summit” of a range of visual
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representations designed to uphold monumental history for the sake of humanity (Nietzsche 7).
However, in the case of Confederate monuments, the represented history is a splintered
humanity.
The formation of the Confederacy signaled a division of the U.S. that separated the
country into two parts theoretically, the Confederacy and the Union. However, in practice, it
was more accurately a four-way split, with further fissures found in each faction. Aside from the
Confederacy, who argued for the necessity of slavery and the Union who moved to abrogate the
business of slavery, there existed white and Black abolitionists and enslaved Blacks. White
abolitionists argued for the enslaved to be freed because of their inhumane treatment;
unfortunately, a white abolitionist did not necessarily consider the enslaved Black to be an equal.
At the same time, enslaved Blacks were undertaking the enormous and daunting task of fighting
for individual and collective subjectivity, in other words, their recognition as human beings.
Where history can provide origin moments of the past, historie pulls those moments into the
present in order to demonstrate the consequences of monumental history that is loyal to one
perspective.
Reconstruction served as a pivotal moment in U.S. history when emancipation left Black
people even more vulnerable, and the art of monument building became a lucrative business in
concretizing monumental history. The Union constructed monuments as a way to celebrate
victory, the Confederacy constructed monuments as a way to uphold Confederate defiance. Here
I am specifically using the term monument, rather than memorial, because monuments and
memorials serve separate and different purposes, which I will introduce shortly and illuminate
more in Chapter Two. Within the activity of monument-making, both the Union and the
Confederacy were guilty of omitting the Black perspective from history, whereas an application
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of historie recovers and makes space for Black perspective. Deconstructing the language of Civil
War monuments, both linguistically and visually, is the first step in giving the same weight and
attention previously granted to the mythos of white-washed monumental history.
When applied to Union monuments, critique must consider who is omitted from
monumental history. When applied to Confederate monuments, critique must consider the
monumental history being told. Although monumental history feels like a permanent, immovable
mountain, the monument as an ideological symbol is not as concrete as it presents itself.
In Remembering Places, Janet Donohoe asserts that monuments and memorials “[c]ontribute to a
larger discussion (on memory and tradition) by helping us to recognize that what we sometimes
think of as permanent actually tolerates a great deal of change and requires a great deal of
interpretive activity on our part” (Donahoe xix). The success of the monument can be found in
its evidence of endurance, meaning the endurance of the people it represents as well as the
ideology.
Endurance of monuments have proven to hold both positive and negative consequences
depending on the monument. Whereas the Union monument traditionally dismisses Black
contribution, dismissiveness being a form of abuse against Black Union soldiers who sacrificed
their lives for freedom, the Confederate monument is actively abusive to the BIPOC audience.
While much can still be discovered and excavated from Union monuments that omit and dismiss,
this work narrows the focus to Confederate monuments as they hold a community hostage to
monumental history. As long as Confederate sculptures reside in a public space under the guise
of reflecting the collective consciousness of the community, they are abusing the public. In
Chapter One, I explain how the language of the Confederate sculpture is abusive, while Chapter
Two reveals the contradiction of the notion of interchangeability between monuments and
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memorials. Interpretation of language is therefore the first process of historie that is engaged,
prior to interpretation of the physical sculpture.
Interpretive activity has the potential to reveal the abusive nature of the monument,
beginning with language. Interpretation can be guided by the story that is told, a story that
Aristotle says holds the ability to teach a lesson, if told well. However, the Confederate
monument, devoid of polyphony, is a non-story and teaches us little as a monologic. By its very
design, it is not meant to be questioned or open to play of imagination rather, it is to be accepted
as historical fact. I argue that although it conveys a singular truth, it does not convey the full
truth. In other words, truth that includes multiple truths that bring the audience closer to a fuller
understanding of the moment or event. In consideration of questions that concern the economic
and racist implications of Confederate structures I intertextualize Hannah Arendt’s diagnosis of
the human condition with Ijeoma Oluo’s criteria to determine when something is about race. The
conclusion I present is that all Confederate monuments are about both race and economics.
Whereas monuments embody the I remind, memorials embody the I remember. I am
applying the classification of the memorial to the individual structure that either takes the form
of a human being or architectural element and is meant to memorialize a specific individual or
several individuals. Whereas monuments uphold monumental history, the purpose of a memorial
is to grieve a loss. In the case of the Confederacy, memorials include military heroes such as
Robert E. Lee and Nathan Bedford Forrest, as well as the common man or Confederate soldier
representing all Confederate lives lost.
Memorials include structures that have been emancipated from the confines of cemeteries
and can be found in common spaces such as college campuses, statehouses, battlefields, parks,
business districts, and residential neighborhoods. They are integrated into everyday life as ghosts
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of history while serving as morality enforcers. They can be enormous in scale, such as the
Lincoln Memorial in Washington D.C., or enormous in ideology, such as Robert E. Lee at the
entrance of the chapel at Duke University (see fig. 2 & fig. 3).

Fig. 2. Chester, Daniel. Lincoln Memorial. Photographer unknown. Thousand Wonders, Korey
D. Beckett, 25 March 2016. www.thousandwonders.net/Lincoln+Memorial. Accessed May 13,
2021.

Fig. 3. Donnelly, John. Photo of defaced statue of Robert. E. Lee at Duke University taken by
Bernard Thomas. Chicago Tribune, Jonathon Drew, 19 August 2017.
www.chicagotribune.com/nation-world/ct-duke-university-robert-e-lee-statue-20170819story.html. Accessed May 13, 2021.
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Monuments depict an idealized future by serving as a warning of the past, and the
memorial is a mimesis of the positive attributes of a human life that reminds us of our own
mortality. Derived from the Greek goddess of memory, Mnemosyne, the Greek word
mnemosynon means memory. Chapter Two explores the construction of memory that relies on
an activity phenomenologist Paul Ricœur refers to as ars memoriae, or the art of memory.
Memorials are about memory, specifically re-membering, or reattaching memory. When we
come face to face with a stand-in for a human body, and all that the life of the body stands for,
we are engaging in an act of re-membrance. The Confederate memorials are created from a place
of mourning, yet they fall short of being adequate structures to mourning. They also serve
several other purposes including as propaganda structures and weapons for abuse.
The memorial not only works to elevate a human being to the status of a “hero” worth
grieving, but the loss of an idea. Constructed to symbolize the value of the lost life, Confederate
memorials first began by memorializing individual military heroes. Then they expanded to
include common soldier memorials. Hero-status was no longer reserved for senior military
positions, but included the farmers called to arms to fight for their state’s rights, men who lost
their lives to uphold the Confederate constitution. As propaganda, memorials to the Confederacy
began being erected during Reconstruction and have not ceased yet as of this writing.
During Reconstruction, memory-making memorials installed as political cartoons were
being run in newspapers that worked in-tandem with the memorials. As the cartoons depicted
Black men, women, and children as caricatures, the memorials depicted white military heroes in
the form of Greek gods. Savage reminds us that “[t]he importance of the aesthetic dimension of
racial theory cannot be overemphasized, and sculpture served as the aesthetic standard”(Savage
10). He reiterates the different ways racial theory is constructed, most worrisomely as a pseudo-
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science meant to demonstrate white superiority through biological elements such as bone
structure and cranial size. Confederate memorials reinforce these ideals while antagonizing
ethical dilemmas. On one hand, the argument is about a perception of virtue and the pursuit of
happiness; on the other, it is a social sparring demanding a negotiation of violent aggression.
A memorial that celebrates the military successes of someone who enslaved others opens
up a much different conversation today than it did when it was constructed one hundred years
ago. What was once an accepted piece of public art, accepted in that it was unquestioned, is
challenged when a paradigm shift happens in the community. The dialectic includes a
deconstruction of the memorialized human, the comparison between moral values and military
successes, financial interests, wishes upon death, the purpose behind the memorial, the choice of
design and material, the location, and how the public work of art activates the space in which it
resides. Applying critical history to the memorial allows a derailing from the circular loop of
repetitive activity inherent in the individual memorial.
But the memorial is part of a larger dichotomy. Following Janet Donohoe, Chapter Two
demonstrates the amount of change the memorial can withstand, meaning they are not inflexible
structures even if they are treated as such. In her recovery of memorials for the purpose of
collective mourning, Donohoe acknowledges and challenges Jacques Derrida’s notion that
memorials are failures to mourning because of the mourner’s narcissism through interiorization
of the deceased Other. Although examples in Chapter Two, like the National September 11th
Memorial (see fig. 4) and Maya Lin’s version of the Vietnam Veteran’s Memorial (see fig. 5)
speak to Donohoe’s promise of the memorial, I maintain that Confederate memorials are failures
to mourning because of white supremacist narcissism.
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Fig. 4. Arad, Michael and Peter Walker. 9/11 Memorial and Museum. Photographer unknown.
Top View Sightseeing NY, Steven Thomas, 2021, www.topviewnyc.com/attractions/9-11memorial-museum. Accessed May 23, 2021.

Fig. 5. Lin, Maya. Vietnam Veteran’s Memorial. Photo by Mike Black. Washington D.C.
Thought Co., Jackie Craven, 4 Nov. 2019, www.thoughtco.com/vietnam-veterans-memorialwinner-178136. Accessed May 23, 2021.
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The reminding/remembering activity that happens back and forth between the
monument/memorial participates in a hermeneutic circular echo chamber of power and memory.
One way to disrupt the circle so that it is derailed from this loop is to shift to an apeiron, or
motion ad infinitum that undulates between the sustainable structure of remind, remember,
remind, remember… The apeiron is explored further in Chapter Four, but the way in which the
circle works is indicated throughout Chapters One, Two, and Three as the construction of
memory and subjectivity are grounded in circular interpretation. The monument and memorial
remain in conversation, each reinforcing the other through the dynamics of configuration and
refiguration.
The way in which circular interpretation affects the transference of memory is described
in Chapter Two in what I consider an inverted tier system. The inverted tier system is an upsidedown cake, where the smallest tier on the bottom holds the most weight. The top tier is the
heaviest and can collapse at any moment, absorbing all other tiers and creating a big mess of
memory where a first person account is no longer separated from stories of memory passed
between people and down through generations. The tier system is a system that includes an
eyewitness (Tier One), others (Tier Two), Others (Tier Three), and Othering (Tier Four) within
white supremacist ideology. Tier One is the eyewitness and receiver of the primordial trauma
that imprints memory. It is the smallest tier situated at the bottom and transfers memory to Tier
Two or the other. The other being what Avishai Margalit calls the thick relations that include
family, friends, and kinship. Tier Two transfers memory to Tier Three, or the Other. The Other
being what Margalit calls thin relations and pertains to strangers. 1
Tiers One, Two, and Three all support Tier Four, which I am calling the Big Other, or the
dimension of the divine based on Jacques Lacan’s, Slavoj Zizek’s, and Franz Kafka’s comments
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on the relationship between religion and bureaucracy. The Tier Four Big Other is the fictitious
machine to which all other tiers must confess or risk losing power. What happens when the white
supremacist realizes there is no Big Other is explored in Chapter Three.
Each memory tier relies on chronos, or linear time, and kairos, the critical moment.
When kairos is triggered, a new memory imprints itself and memory continues to be transferred.
The way in which moments and objects commit themselves to memory is explored through what
Paul Ricœur calls a treasure house based on Cicero’s recounting of the story of Simonides in
Greek mythology. During transference of memory moments of slippage are identified that make
memory vulnerable to abuse.
Whereas the monument imposes the external act of reminding, and the memorial imposes
the internal act of remembering, the sculpture embodies a vitality and inner life of its own that is
never detached from what Walter Benjamin calls its “ritual function” until it is reproduced as a
statue. The ritual function refers to the service from which the work of art first emerged, and has
to do with religion. Today the religion of the Confederate sculpture is that of the Lost Cause, but
during the rise of the Confederacy, Southern clergy were quick to recite Bible passages that
upheld the belief that slavery was not a sin but necessary for salvation. Once the authentic
sculpture is created to uphold the religious ritual, Benjamin says, “[m]echanical reproduction
emancipates the work of art from its parasitical dependence on ritual. To an ever greater degree
the work of art reproduced becomes the work of art designed for reproducibility” (Benjamin
522). He continues, “[t]he instant criterion of authenticity ceases to be applicable to artistic
production, the total function of art is reversed. Instead of being based on ritual, it begins to be
based on another practice-politics” (522).
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Thus the reproduced statue, no longer dependent on ritual is dependent on the politics of the
Confederacy. The statues for centuries have marched across the country, with two especially
large periods of Confederate aesthetic infiltration: Reconstruction and the Civil Rights
Movement. They may have been chosen to represent monumental history or memorialize
a grievable hero, but Confederate statues were ready-made designs. The Silent Sentinel, or single
soldier, was the most popular due to its low cost and the ease with which it could be reproduced
and moved (see fig. 6).

Fig. 6. Unknown. The Confederate Soldiers and Sailors Monument on Libbie Hill Terrace,
Richmond, VA. Photo by Steve Helber. Daily Mail, AP, 18 Apr. 2015,
www.dailymail.co.uk/wires/ap/article-3044863/Civil-War-Silent-Sentinels-guard-NorthSouth.html. Accessed May 23, 2021.
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In this regard, it holds the same value as a bronze garden ornament, no different from the
neighbor’s, no different from the person living five states away.
Its kitsch value is enormous when we consider the target audience being Nietzsche’s
“historical men,” or men in search of meaning and understanding. For them “looking at the past
impels them towards the future and fires their courage to go on living and their hope that what
they will want will still happen, that happiness lies behind the hill they are advancing towards”
(Nietzsche 64). They are preoccupied with history as followers, yet think and act un-historically.
In other words, they are not engaging in the intellectual process of historie. We can dub the
ornamental statue a monument or a memorial, but to do so would mean we are elevating the
aesthetic hierarchy by adding an element that was not embodied in its production. For on its own,
it is simply a statue that can be viewed as no more than a statue, placed as a mark on the land.
Through mass production and placement, it reconstructs the entire Confederate army and
occupies several posts for the purpose of recruiting others who subscribe to the ideology.
The mass recruitment to ideology is the consequence of Benjamin’s argument that
supports the art of reproduction as a way to empower the proletariat. From the Confederate
standpoint, the North was considered to be the intellectual bourgeois society that imposed its
restrictions on the South in an attempt to oppress its economic growth and success. The South
responded by creating the Confederacy; they viewed themselves as the proletariats even though
they were already their own power structure controlling human-driven production. Their
enslaved were property, recognized as so even in the Union court system after the Union
abolished the practice. Nietzsche’s master/slave morality, which states that there is a social order
predicated on a higher being in relation to a herd is, in this instance, a double layer of power
structures that include the Southern enslavers and their enslaved as the first dichotomy, and the
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Union and Confederacy relationship as the second. As a result of Confederate response by way
of reproduction to assert the growing resentment against the North, Theodore Adorno’s letter to
Benjamin, in which he warns of an audience easily influenced by propaganda presented within
the mass production of art, becomes fully realized. The Confederacy, under the self-imposed
illusion of being the oppressed class, utilizes mass reproduction in order to shift a power
structure. The result is a successful campaign to continue to fight the Civil War. The fight
continues every time the words monument or memorial are invoked to give power to the
structure. Words have consequences; to speak them is a type of action.
A component of the Confederate structure that accompanies a sculpture or stands alone is
the plaque. The English plaque is borrowed from French, and is a derivative of plaquer, or to
plate. To plate, meaning, to cover over, conceal. Plaques consist of antiquarian history as relayed
through the symbol of language. They offer the absent context for the monument, memorial, or
statue and have the ability to provide the poetics of ideology. Although no chapter in this work
is singularly dedicated to the Confederate plaque, the plaques and inscriptions on the structures
show the contradictions of language while framing the meaning. Within each chapter is a nod to
the language that supports the structure, sometimes even arguing against what the structure’s
supporters have to say.
Plaques and inscriptions are the stories that accompany the illustrations and move the
viewer to feel something about the event. For example, the plaque to Virginia “Jennie” Wade in
Gettysburg that marks her birth home (see fig. 7).
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Fig. 7. Plaque on Jennie Wade’s Statue in Gettysburg, PA. Photograph by Steve Schriner.
Pinterest, Accessed Aug. 11 2021.

As the only civilian killed in what is deemed the bloodiest battle of the Civil War, the
audience becomes the living receiver of Jennie’s story. Jennie was baking bread for Union
soldiers when she was struck in the back by the bullet of a Confederate sniper that pierced two
doors to reach her. Her plaque adds the element of Aristotle’s “human condition,” which he
considers universal, and is essential to a good story because it portrays Jennie as a social figure
participating in an act of kindness, possibly motivated by duty. The story even contains a further
dramatic twist as some question whether or not Jennie’s “lunatic” father was a Confederate
sympathizer because he named his two daughters after Confederate states.
The plaque serves as a good story that has been passed down from several generations
whether she was a Union or Confederate sympathizer. As a civilian her story can hover in a
liminal space that does not commit her to one side or another but serves as part of the larger story
of the battle of Gettysburg. For today’s Confederate, the language on a plaque or inscribed on a
structure can activate a cathartic experience in a dangerous way by only acknowledging the pain
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and suffering of the Confederate hero, while omitting the pain and suffering inflicted upon Black
people. It can be argued that empathy and compassion are being developed by the Confederate
audience as they mourn an image of a fallen soldier, but the fullness of development cannot be
realized as long as the micro-narratives that include other voices continue to be concealed by the
grand narrative of white supremacy.
The inclusion of cast linguistic symbols that serve as micro-narratives, has the ability
to provide a whole experience through co-existing components. For instance, a successful project
is currently underway to erect plaques at places where a lynching occurred. Organized by The
Lynching Sites Project, the plaques serve not only as micro-narratives, but as countermonuments to monumental history. The monumental history in this case being the propagation
of the Confederate aesthetic that labels Black people as being less-than-human, and the
perpetuation of the myth of the justifiable or isolated incidents of racial violence. The plaques
tell the stories of individual lynching victims, humanizing and recovering the memory of each
life that was lost.
Currently the LSP is placing plaques in dwelling spaces, allowing the community to
coexist with the stories of lynching victims. The plaques create a topological diagram to follow.
Their placement demonstrates the scale of the lynching epidemic of the late 1800’s and early
1900’s. The plaques also instigate a conversation surrounding the U.S. history of the notion of
justice, as it is understood that the number of murderers who were prosecuted for lynching is far
smaller than the number of identified perpetrators who were never brought to justice.
Storytelling plays a role in the formation of memory through narrative, or a walk through
the treasure house in order for memory recall and reinforcement. Rancière asserts that narration,
“ [s]tems from the intersection of the world of the text and the world of the reader. The act of
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reading thus becomes the critical moment of the entire analysis. On it rests the narrative’s
capacity to transfigure the experience of the reader” (Rancière 26). The correlation between
narrative and life, or the life of narrative activity, is a spacial-temporal paradox that requires us to
contemplate monumental and antiquarian history, while providing an invitation to apply critical
history. We must negotiate the past, present, and future while standing in the ripples that expand
and widen before dissipating into the radial. Whereas the monuments, memorials, and statues
carry in their ripples aesthetic ideals that wash over the community until halted by a boundary
line, stories spin a myth that is passed along in the oral tradition and ignores the boundary line.
Whereas the monuments, memorials, and statues hold power in the experience, stories are
relayed as memory and carried forward.
Considering the U.S. is divided into fifty individual and separate bodies of governance,
each with its own boundary line, we must recognize that the individual state engages with their
Confederate structures in a variety of ways depending on several factors. These factors include
but are not limited to their former militaristic position in the Civil War, their political position
when the structure was built, their contemporary political position, and a consensus (or perceived
consensus) of the treatment of historical references of past events. Regarding political position
when the structures were built, it is the case that many Confederate structures were erected
nearly one-hundred years after the end of the Civil War to coincide with Civil War anniversaries
and to compete with the Civil Rights Movement. In theory the structures are meant to serve as
reflections of collective consciousness that present the will of the citizens.
However, I assert Confederate structures are designed to give the appearance of statesponsored sentiments that are privately funded and placed in public spaces. They present a will
to power exerted by the citizens that hold the power and financial means, but may not hold the
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consensus of the larger population. The allowance of the government for its property, owned by
the larger population, to be used as a site for ideology places the government in a position of
agreeability with the sentiments of the structure, or at least complacency towards. Even if the
structure comes about by way of private entities, the government works in collaboration and
privileges the groups campaigning for the building of structures, adding even more power behind
their will.
The following writing sets out to articulate the way in which Confederate structures are
visual representations of what Nietzsche refers to as humans’ will to power, by applying his
master/slave morality dialectic in order to illustrate the role resentment plays in the Confederate
monument and memorial campaign. Unlike Georg Hegel’s master/slave dialectic, which situates
consciousness as either independent or dependent and always in conflict while striving for
recognition, Nietzsche’s master/slave dialectic is based on man’s will and a struggle between a
morality based on consequences versus intentions. I use Nietzsche’s master/slave morality to
explain the duality that exists within Confederate subjectivity and the motor behind the
Confederate monument and memorial campaign. Nietzsche’s master/slave morality is also a
segue into public response and political paradigm shifts within the individual and the community
that interprets the structures. Without the application of interpretation, as Donohoe reminds us,
many communities around the structures accept them as concrete structures unwilling to be
challenged.
Interpretation allows for public discourse that takes the temperature of the general
consensus that informs whether or not dissensus, a disruption of the aesthetic regime, is a viable
option. However, because dissensus applied to Confederate structures is commonly treated as a
binary project, a letting-be or over-turning, what is needed is dissensus within an uneven
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distribution of sensibility. The problems that exist with the distribution of sensibility and the
disruptions of dissensus, as well as how these activities challenge the good and the bad of the
aesthetic regime of political art, circle back around to Nietzsche’s master/slave morality, ethics,
virtue and the pursuit of happiness.
From this point, it must be asked: Do Confederate structures reflect a consensus within
the space in which they dwell or are they part of a hermeneutic circle that influences community
and enjoys the protection of the community? Is the apeiron the necessary form to move a
dialectic to a dialogic? It could be said the circle not only consists of the binary
remind/remember, but also includes the binaries inflicts/protects, destroys/preserves, and
inspires/agitates. By looking to Ionian philosopher Anaximander, and his theory of the apeiron as
the Arche, I suggest we apply the principle of the boundless movement of interpretation to
replace the current circular movement. The apeiron is a movement of reciprocity that brings forth
being before reversing back into itself, therefore eliminating an origin. Situating the apeiron in
relation to Confederate structures allows for injustice to be met with retribution in a public space
that facilitates conflict transformation through unbounded interpretation. The goal of this writing
is to disrupt the circle, de-center it, and twist it to the apeiron that resembles a fluid yet
symmetrical movement. In order to examine the way white supremacy hides behind Confederate
structures, we need to understand the work the structures are doing.
Communities that protect the structures are forced to reckon with the structure as well as
their own monumental history. Individual communities allow for phenomenological,
genealogical, and psychological methods of engagement with the structure. The difficulty is that
even with the deployment of various methodologies in an effort to assign purpose or physically
disrupt a space, these structures are still contained within a border, meaning if the engagement
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with the monument satisfies and reflects local sentiment, this engagement may fail to reflect
regional or national sentiment.
Since beginning this work, several structures have been removed, more have been
installed, and several more are in various stages of development. The boundaries that surround
monuments expand or shrink depending on, among other things, the state and the political party
in power. Each structure reflects the ideology of the state apparatus that helps to form the
infrastructure. The Confederate structure is set free into its own essence but what is set free is a
parasite that becomes part of community infrastructure. The parasite is a toxic illness used as a
weapon, attached to an ideology of a culture that may or may not recognize it. Rancière points
out that there is logos in pathos, and pathos in logos, meaning there is thought in the non-thought
and vice versa. He gives credit to Freud, who says that there is an “involuntary element within
conscious thought” or a mechanical construction of our psyche about which we are not always
aware (Rancière 3).
If white supremacists know what they are doing and yet continue to do it, this activity
brings ideology into cynicism that weaponizes memory by way of tradition. Within the creation
of Confederate structures, memory is a deliberate construction. Memory is an imposed
construction in order to monumentalize history, create questionable heroes, and tell an edited
story of the people who could afford to be remembered. These new memories lead to the
recruitment of more white supremacists and the development of group consciousness through a
carefully curated narrative.
Genealogical methodology derived from Nietzsche works to uncover the unconscious
construction of history. By applying this method to the construction of U.S. history and its visual
representations, micro-narratives can be recovered as a way to challenge collective memory.
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Likewise, it can be acknowledged and included that new memories also play a role in the
extension of history. Doing so will help loosen grand narratives that have become interpreted as
singular truths, adding instead a multiplicity of voices in the development of subjectivity that
takes place in places of public interaction. Ideological arguments in the spaces of these structures
remain circular until a monument is physically extracted, in which case, the arguments stop
being public although they do not cease to exist.
An examination of Confederate structures shows us what kind of world exists that is
being monumentalized and memorialized. The historical groups that think unhistorically make
up the world that exists before reflection begins because public art that has the power to shape a
community may be assisting in forming a community that no longer serves the evolving public.
Once constructed, the monumental place becomes a place for reflection as Aristotle asserted:
“…the power of place will be a remarkable one, and prior to all things” (Donohoe xii). I argue
that Confederate monuments and memorials are places of reflection in the sense that they reflect
the image of Confederates back to themselves, but omit the relevant visual language necessary to
emotionally process the fuller scope of the Civil War and the pain and suffering of the enslaved
at the hands of the Confederacy.
Donohoe further asserts that memory, tradition, and place are all intrinsically tied
together. The memorial refers to a structure built for the purpose of commemoration, from the
Latin commemoratus, or bring to remembrance. But the prefix “co” before memory, signifies
a remembering together or equal memory. Confederate structures of commemoration imply that
they want us to remember together, in equality yet the act of commemoration has already taken
place during the construction process. Once completed, the structure is an exclusionary
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imposition on the public stage that only tolerates one interpretation of commemoration, thereby
rendering the Black Indigenous People of Color (BIPOC) vulnerable in a public space.
As human beings, we exist in space and our notion of place is created as a result of
memory and tradition imposed upon our bodies. To stand in front of a memorial that is a
replication of a human body can evoke strong emotions, a practice that dates back to antiquity
with the myth of Pygmalion, who is said to have fallen in love with his sculptural creations. The
feeling of love, admiration, and inspiration is a driving force for connection to Confederate
structures for white supremacists. Confederate structures also hold the capacity to invoke equally
repellant emotions, including resentment and obsessive hate. In the moment of reflection, in front
of a structure, a memory is forged.
Interpretation is as wide and vast as Anaximander’s apeiron: while not
directly perceptible to us, this movement derived from the cosmos helps to explain infinite
interpretations. If we adhere to the notion of being that asserts that there is truth once we call it to
thought and assign it a word, one truth is privileged over another. Words create a boundary that
closes the circle and halts a process of generation and destruction; there is no restorative balance
and therefore no renewal. When we assign the word a visual symbol, we adhere to the notion that
the visual symbol is true as well. This writing will strive to challenge our reliance on language
and symbols for truth as we have applied them to construct systemic racism, while arguing that
there is, in fact, a difference between imposed ideological intention and the open-ended
invitation to reflection. It is my assertion that the apeiron as a mediating measure has the power
to participate in restoring justice and balance over time.
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“[T]o make us feel small in the right way is a function of art; men can only make us feel small in
the wrong way” (Forster 219).

CHAPTER ONE: Monuments as Reminders

Boundaries in Flux

While standing on a cliff gazing at acres of intricately carved stone ribboned with golden
ochre and burnt sienna, it is apparent the view stretches beyond immediate comprehension. Call
it a gift from God, a geological marvel, a UNESCO World Heritage Site - there is no mistake
that the Grand Canyon engulfs and overshadows the tiny individual human basking in its glory.
Looking over the canyon to the horizon line sculpted by a collage of peaks and plateaus, the
expansive landscape is too large to process in linear fashion. What the beholder witnesses is time
and space, remnants of the past, living specimens of the present, and a reminder of the immanent
future. Distance in miles means little as the sky stretches to infinity. Descending into the canyon,
the vertical drop becomes a map that reveals a layered history specific to its locale.
The grand narrative of the canyon, a recording of the Colorado River incising its way
through millions of years of earth at thousands of cubic feet per second, merges the past with the
present while continuing its lifecycle without relying on witnesses. Nature’s montage is a rich
quilt cobbled together from diverse, but interdependent, fragments. A deep dive into the canyon
and surrounding edges reveals the micro narratives that include new species of cave-dwelling
insects, a variety of ecosystems sustaining plant and animal life, and petroglyphs that provide
clues about the human beings who came before us. Recognized in 1908 by President Roosevelt
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under what was then the newly formed Antiquities Act of 1906, it is listed as one of one hundred
and thirty (at the time of this writing) national monuments. Although composed of individual
parts that are quite seemingly average and unmonumental, for example, rocks and shrubs, the
monumentality of the aggregate is in its capacity to illicit pleasure, pain, and frustration.
As a reminder of our size and stature, powerlessness, the beauty of nature, individual
mortality, and a warning of what may disappear through neglect and abuse, natural national
monuments provide us with a touchstone to the past, classroom for the present, and roadmap for
the future. They ask questions and beckon fallible human beings to humble themselves in
seeking the answers. National natural monuments are outstanding in size and/or power, and often
commemorate the dead while serving as symbols of sustained civilization. Experts from various
fields engage in the continuous exploration of natural landmarks while identifying new sites in
need of preservation and safeguarding. Through their findings, arguments and justifications are
presented to the federal government in an attempt to define and formalize protective measures. If
the terms are accepted, the work of constructing a monument begins.
Creating a national monument, natural or plastic, requires identification and consent, a
harmonious balance between preservation and actualization. And although they may be
vulnerable to destruction, the ideology can linger long after the monuments are gone. Within the
boundaries of the United States, the formal designation National Monument is declared by the
sitting president through recommendations, without approval from Congress, and can create
fusion or fissure between political parties. Once its designation as a national monument is
granted, laws are enacted to protect the site from desecration. Subsequent presidents can
challenge previous designations, shift boundaries that expand or contract the size of monuments,
and reclassify them as: established, enlarged, redesignated, incorporated, and sometimes
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diminished. Power rests with the individual, one who is elected (not always by the majority) to
speak for the majority, and designations and boundary shifts reflect the individual’s ideology. By
extension, it is assumed the individual speaks for the ideology of the majority of the country.
The designation of national monuments becomes an homage to the observance or
preservation of a sublime event. Natural monuments, those found in nature, liberate the audience
from the confines of the human condition, meaning they have the capability of temporarily
suspending the doldrums of human existence. The power of the natural monument replaces
embodied fear and concern, making space for a sense of security during a confrontation with its
power. In other words, the observer may still feel fear, but not fear of the monument itself.
Natural monuments collaborate in the recovery from the rupture that takes place between
sensibility and representational capabilities, serving as the commonality between aesthetics and
ethics. This recovery, what one might consider to be the most pertinent purpose of a monument,
leads to feelings of admiration and responsibility. And although the sublime, according to
philosopher Immanuel Kant, is without object form, and represented by boundlessness,
boundaries are the second consideration following the naming of a so-called universal place of
sublimity, when the rules governing monuments are formed both physically and linguistically.
The Grand Canyon, often recognized alongside Mount Everest and the Great Barrier Reef
as one of the natural wonders of the world, experienced a boundary shift in 2000 when President
Clinton utilized The Antiquities Act to nearly double its footprint with the addition of Grand
Canyon-Parashant (see fig. 8).
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Fig. 8. Wick, Bob. Grand Canyon-Parashant National Monument in Arizona. My Public Lands,
Bureau of Land Management, 2011. mypubliclands.tumblr.com/post/107800876267/on-thisday-in-2011-president-clinton-created-the. Accessed May 14, 2021.

The expanded boundary of the Grand Canyon is not permanent; it is subject to further
fluctuations depending on the political interests of whoever is serving as the President. It is this
fluidity that makes The Antiquities Act controversial, with economists such as Nicolas Loris
calling for a complete repeal. As a contributor to The Heritage Foundation’s energy and
environment section of the online news publication The Daily Signal, the scope of Loris’s
research encompasses environmental, energy, and regulatory issues. His argument is rooted in a
number of factors, including the problem The Antiquities Act poses when private landowners
find their property boxed-in by protected parcels, as well as the lack of available federal funding
for proper maintenance of designated monuments, and the loss of control over land by individual
states. He says these factors amount to “environmental degradation of America’s national
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monuments and parks, billions of dollars in maintenance backlogs, lost economic opportunity,
and concentration of power in Washington” (Loris par 6).
His argument is not all encompassing, however, in that the language supporting a repeal
seems to pertain to sites in nature that occupy acres of land, rather than pertaining to all national
monuments. Neglected are the architectural national monuments, such as homes, buildings and
statues. One such architectural monument that would be impacted by a repeal, for example, is
Belmont-Paul Women’s Equality National Monument, designated by President Obama in 2016,
and occupying less than half an acre of land in Washington D.C. (see fig. 9).

Fig. 9. Belmont-Paul Women’s Equality National Monument in Washington D.C. Photographer
unknown. Medium, The Obama White House, 12 April 2016,
https://medium.com/@ObamaWhiteHouse/the-first-national-national-monument-for-women-sequality-1adb90868a80. Accessed May 14, 2021.
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Formerly a residential property, the historic home was converted to the National
Women’s Party headquarters, providing a place to draft the language of the Equal Rights
Amendment in 1923 and the Civil Rights Act in 1964. Belmont-Paul emerges as an unplanned
monument as discrimination of an employee based on race, color, religion, sex or national origin,
as well as women’s right to vote, have proven to be significant developments towards the
protection and preservation of U.S. society and individual rights. The home serves as an example
of a place whose significance emerged over time and was not constructed for the purpose of
serving historic value. There is no substance to Loris’s argument that this monument degrades
the environment, results in the loss of billions of dollars due to maintenance backlogs, or causes
a loss of economic opportunity. As a national monument, Belmont-Paul is protected as an
important symbol of what the nation values. It serves as a reminder of the nation’s past, while
living up to its’ classification as being a place where one can admire historical activity while
being made aware of personal responsibility.
A repeal of The Antiquities Act would pass the liability of preservation of Belmont-Paul
from the federal government to the state-level responsibilities of Washington D.C. Granted, in
the example of Belmont-Paul, Washington D.C. would most likely allocate the necessary
resources for preservation, not least of all because the monument is situated in the nation’s
capital. However, without the protection of The Antiquities Act, who is to say that in different
locales, Michigan or California for example, a developer would not raise the building to make
room for a parking garage? A repeal of The Antiquities Act presumes that the local public would
recognize and celebrate a monument such as Belmont-Paul, however, in the history of monument
construction, this is proven time and again to not be the case. Belmont-Paul represents the hard
work of the marginalized and stands as a symbolic call to action for those who are still fighting
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for equal rights. Unfortunately, as exemplified in the content of Belmont-Paul, equal rights can
be inconvenient for those who profit under less equitable conditions. Therefore, it is naïve to
assume local power structures will offer protection and preservation.
Placing the responsibility for monuments at the local level makes them vulnerable to
local ideology, which is not necessarily representative of the local majority, rather the most
powerful. Power could take many forms but would include those within the government or those
who can influence the government through financial means. It is not outside the realm of
imagination that a corporation from inside or outside the community invoke immanent domain
over a location for their own development. Community collaboration is therefore essential to
communication to prevent the destruction of valuable local landmarks. Likewise, when the entity
is not a large outside corporation, but local, the power structure may include family heritage and
tradition attempting to uphold a status quo.
In the case of Belmont-Paul, those who hold power would also have to recognize the
significance of a structure that represents the powerless in their fight for equality. Only then
would Belmont-Paul be preserved, and yet it would remain at the mercy of an imbalanced power
structure serving different interests with each election. The difference between Belmont-Paul’s
preservation as a national monument versus its preservation as a local monument, reveals two
glaring weaknesses that permeate throughout the entirety of U.S. culture: 1). that monuments are
not benign objects, but oftentimes serve as political tools, reflecting the values of the cultures
that care for them, and, 2). that U.S. culture has no universal definition of what a monument
actually is, therefore there is no consistency in how monuments are identified and cared for.
The history of activities at Belmont-Paul speak to the boundaries of language. Fluctuation
of language reflects the dominant governing party and is established, expounded, and
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diminished, much like the boundaries of monuments. Indeed, the very act of drafting language in
order to establish legal rights and parameters opens a national debate that extends beyond
physical boundaries while challenging the notion of what the government deems valuable and
worthy of safeguarding. Monuments are symbols and metaphors serving as the language of a
community. They speak for the national or local culture in a public forum, reinforcing or
warning the casual observer where the ideological boundary lines are drawn.

Values in Flux

The Grand Canyon and Belmont-Paul Monuments are two examples of national
monuments where the delineation of boundaries reflects the values of the sitting president.
Although it is recognized that presidential designations are largely bipartisan, critics such as
Loris accuse presidents of disregarding the portion of The Antiquities Act that states
designations must be limited to the “smallest area compatible with proper care and management
of the objects to be protected.”
When the designations are granted at the national level, presidents are often criticized for
not considering the rights and financial impact on a micro level that effect local residents.
President Carter was met with protests in Alaska after designating over one hundred million
acres of land a national monument. In response, sportsmen’s groups organized the Great DenaliMcKinley Trespass, designed to disrupt the regulations and protections imposed by the new
designation. Trappers, hunters, and miners comprised a large portion of roughly three thousand
protestors who illegally used public announcement systems, fired guns, camped, cut firewood,
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skydived, and snowmobiled within the boundaries of the new federally protected monument.
President Carter was accused of not being adequately in-touch with the local population and their
interests, his designation seen as an example of the way in which Washington D.C. overextends
its reach to exact control by creating boundaries.
Even though national monuments are available for all to enjoy, Loris argues that
identifying and legally recognizing what deserves the classification is a decision best left to
individual states and state interests, out of reach from disconnected politicians in big
government. It is under this premise that President Trump utilized The Antiquities Act to
implement the largest rollback of federally protected land in U.S. history. By shrinking Bears
Ears and Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monuments, he split two large monuments into five
smaller monuments (see figs. 10 & 11).

Fig. 10. Skyrpczak, Witold. Bears Ears National Monument in Utah. PBS News Hour, Brady
McCombs, 28 Dec. 2016, https://www.pbs.org/newshour/politics/obama-names-utah-nevadamonuments-despite-opposition. Accessed May 15, 2021.
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Fig. 11. Peterson, Tim. Paria Badlands in Grand Escalante Staircase National Monument, Utah.
SUWA, Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 2021, suwa.org/issues/grand-staircase-escalantenational-monument/paria-badlands-near-townsite-c-tim-peterson-72dpi/. Accessed May 15,
2021.

On December 4 , 2017, President Trump travelled to Salt Lake City to publicly announce
th

the signing of the proclamations, which he called a victory for local and states’ rights. His
argument that a presidential decree would incentivize local residents to conserve the land drew
the ire of local Native American tribes and conservationists. During the signing of the new
measures, protestors held signs stating, “Trump: A monumental mistake.”
By splitting the monuments, the opportunity is ripe for development and mining in areas
where boundaries had been in place to protect the fragility of the ecosystems and Native
American archeological sites. A lack of protection, it is feared, gives looters the courage and
accessibility to desecrate existing sites as well as those sites that are yet to be discovered by
archeologists. It also leaves the monument vulnerable to contamination and pollution. The battle
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over Bears Ears serves as one example of where U.S. values appear to shift with the transition of
government. Personal interests of environmental groups, campaign donors, politicians, and large
corporations are what drive many decisions surrounding expansion and subtraction of national
monuments. Even if the emotional investment of the local community is considered, national
monuments are decreed by one individual. At the local level, shifting values are not always
reflected in decisions surrounding monuments. State laws written with the intention to preserve
monuments place the Grand Canyon at the same level of importance as a statue to Confederate
General Nathan Bedford Forrest. While the comparison seems a stretch, the discrepancy can be
found in the interpretation of what a monument is at the national level versus the state level.
Loris’s argument speaks to the, oftentimes, physical and emotional detachment from the
monuments being designated. If the president does not dwell within the local community,
residents wonder how the president can be trusted to make a decision and impose or strip
terminology that affects them on a micro level. In the case of Bear’s Ears and Grand Escalante
Staircase National Monuments, the decision to decrease size was not based on the preservation
of history but for the purpose of commercial gain by making room for access and development.
On the one hand, historical preservation can contribute to the local economy by welcoming an
audience for the purpose of instilling an appreciation for historical significance. Visitors to
Belmont-Paul can also shop, eat, and stay in hotels in an urban setting. Visitors to Antelope
Canyon in Arizona can only access the canyon through guided tours with the Navajo Nations,
thus protecting the canyon from desecration through controlled access while financially
supporting the NN (see fig. 12)
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Fig. 12 Unknown. Antelope Canyon on Navajo Reservation in Arizona. Our Deer, Linda
Fehrman, 30 May 2020, ourdeer.com/tours-in-antelope-canyon-navajo-tribal-park/. Accessed
May 15, 2021.

In both Belmont-Paul and Antelope Canyon, there is a collaboration between
preservation and financial interests. As this writing progresses, it will become apparent that
historical preservation is not applied consistently, specifically when it pertains to the history of
the Other. Traditionally, the only history that holds value is that which is recognized by those
who hold the majority of power. When opposing parties regain power and preservation priorities
shift, boundaries are like rubber bands stretching to their limit then snapping back to a smaller
circumference. Many factors determine why this tug occurs, not least of which relies on the
ideology of the political party and the difference between the involvement of the federal
government versus the involvement of the state government. Where the Democratic party tends
to favor a larger federal footprint, the Republican party tends to relinquish control to the local
governing body. If a boundary readjustment does not happen when the governing body shifts,

49
one can only assume the local population is not interested in readjusting, is not being heard in
their pleas for readjustment, or the president cannot identify the value in revisiting a boundary
line.
An examination of how the U.S. values a monument is important, because for everything
that is amplified on the national level, the application of the word becomes murky at the state and
local level. The perception of attaching the word monument to a parcel of land or a historic
building is meant to elevate its importance. Conservationists argue that when the word is
removed from a parcel of land, it gives the impression that the land is not important, exposing it
to abuse. Overgrazing of livestock reemerges, off-road vehicles (ORVs) trample over delicate
brush, artefacts are looted, and commercialization expands. Arguments are posed by those who
can no longer hunt, mine, engage in certain recreational activities, or otherwise make a living on
the protected land.
Another argument is: why should national proclamations be imposed when the majority
of the land is uninhabitable? The physical scale of natural national monuments allows for a wide
net to be cast over protected sites, while signaling the protection of ideology. Whereas the land
itself may be considered uninhabitable by present technological means, it becomes a symbol of
the ideology subscribed to by the sitting president. Enlarging the footprint of a natural monument
tends to fall in line with the principles of conservation, while minimizing the footprint tends to
fall in line with the principles of capitalism.
This rupture in priority is not to say that one principle is better than the other, or that they
cannot coexist or be interdependent, rather it is to underscore the way in which the culture and
quality of life in the community is molded based on flexible boundaries, and the paradigm shift
that happens when the word monument is attached. Values are negotiated and purchased with
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little consideration of consequences imposed on future generations. Unfortunately, the
consequences are in action long before they are felt, which is to say, if the U.S. christens natural
and plastic monuments under the guise of preserving history, a defense trumpeted at the state
level, then it is time for the country to admit that the historical defense is only invoked and
upheld when it is convenient to those who have the power to protect history with the word
monument.
Not all history is remembered or valued equally, nor is it perceived in the same way from
community to community. In one regard, I can appreciate Loris’s insistence that each state be
responsible for what they preserve, thus shaping their community by uniting under shared values.
It is an idealized sentiment that places the monument-maker in the position of a hero, while the
monument serves as a symbolic rallying cry for the community. His sentiment assumes
monuments are good faith celebrations of history that serve a limited purpose. According to him,
by adhering to this limited purpose, which translates to limited square footage, monumentmakers are making space for other interests, specifically commercialization. Giving control to
the state would ideally allow the community to come together in peaceful collaboration to make
certain all interests are considered. The monuments he neglects to address are the monuments
created for the specific purpose of causing harm.
Juxtaposing national natural and plastic monuments with those recognized at the state and
local level brings attention to the contradictory dialectic between what the U.S. elevates in value
and what it defends from being devalued. Although studies exist that divide opinion on the
environmental and economic impact of national monuments, there are no monuments in the U.S.
that are collectively more divisive than Civil War monuments protected by individual states.
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Although other monuments that are divisive exist, Civil War monuments outnumber all others
and were created to perpetuate conflict.
At the time of this writing, there are over seven hundred Civil War structures compared
to the runner-up, national monuments, which total one hundred twenty-nine. In this context I
specifically use the word monument rather than memorial. Even though U.S. culture uses the
terms interchangeably, they are different and created for different purposes. I assert that Civil
War monuments carry conflict forward, while Civil War memorials are about remembrance.
Civil War monuments may engage in the same type of conflict as national monuments regarding
commercialization of place, but more dangerously, they facilitate conflict by splitting the
audience down battle lines that move beyond Union and Confederate sympathizers.
Providing a narrative of U.S. monument obsession that begins during Reconstruction, art
historian Kirk Savage’s Standing Soldiers, Kneeling Slaves sheds light on the delicate balance
between the post-Civil War era of representing and preserving history, and the lucrative business
of monument-making. Just as Reconstruction was wrought with missed opportunities and
eventual collapse due to an unwillingness of white culture to recognize Black subjectivity, the
same racist ideology infected the art of monument construction. However, while activists like Ida
B. Wells, Fredrick Douglass, Martin Luther King Jr, Malcolm X, and many others, fought local,
state and federal governments for basic civil rights, monuments serving as the visual language of
racism continued to be preserved and erected well into the Civil Rights Movement and beyond.
To revisit earlier comparisons for the sake of holding government officials accountable
for preservation decisions, it is worth considering that post-Reconstruction era monuments to
racism produced in monument-factories receive more protections than Native American
archeological sites that are thousands of years old. Historical commemoration is not applied
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evenly when considering what should or should not be remembered. Where it seems like a clear
choice to limit access to petroglyphs that are vulnerable to permanent graffiti, they are
consistently exposed while thousands of dollars are spent cleaning Civil War and post-war era
monuments when they are defaced. Acts of dissonance at the sites of Civil War monuments
speak to the attempted recovery of considerations that were missing when the monuments were
conjured. Defacement is not always about vandalism, about ruining a work of public art; often, it
occurs to make visible that which has been silenced.
In art historian Dell Upton’s What Can and Can’t Be Said: Race, Uplift and Monument
Building in the Contemporary South, he extends Savage’s research on the visual presence of
racial uncertainty and deliberate omission in monument-making. On November 13, 2007, when a
group of white high school teenagers in Montgomery, Alabama, spray-painted the face and
hands of the Confederate Memorial Monument the color black, Upton remarked that it was “a
brilliant piece of political theater that exposed complex attitudes about race and heritage in the
modern South” (Upton loc 484) (see fig.13).

Fig.13. Carr, Rob. Black Painting Covering Face and Hands of Confederate Memorial
Monument in Montgomery, Alabama. Timeline, Matt Reimann, 20 May 2017, timeline.com/thecommitted-ladies-of-the-south-built-many-of-the-confederate-monuments-5e943709c64.
Accessed May 15, 2021.
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Upton was addressing the fact that as news spread of the defacement, the Sons of
Confederate Veterans (SCV) were busy broadcasting statements that moved the accusations
away from the ill-informed shenanigans of white high school students, to calling the defacement
a serious hate crime against white people. Vandals painted “N.T. 11 11 31” on the sculpture, in
reference to Nat Turner, the leader of the slave rebellion of Virginia in 1831. Although Turner
was remembered as a hero during the Black Power movement of the 1960’s, his use of violence
to combat the violence of slavery has been condemned by many in the white community. The
SCV and the Daughters of the Confederacy (DC) interpreted the defacement as a direct threat of
violence against them. When it was revealed that the perpetrators were educated white high
school students, fear and fury turned to shock that the white high school students knew and
referenced Nat Turner’s story.
Extending Upton’s observation in the aftermath, not only was the fragility of the SVC
and the DC revealed through their assumptions and condemnations, but the addition of black
paint brought the Confederate Memorial Monument into the context of contemporary art
criticism. Prior to the incident, the sculpture was nostalgic kitsch accepted as historical fact,
whereas, after the incident, the sculpture became part of a debate on the framing of racial
violence and who owns a narrative of racial violence. Civil War monuments collectively missed
an opportunity to imagine a future free from racial violence, illustrating what the potential of this
future might look like. Instead, the monuments sought closure by prematurely ending the
conversation. By refusing to acknowledge publicly the violence of slavery, specifically through
the use of public art, the Confederacy could secure the history they wanted to depict and rewrite
historical narrative.
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Savage explains the monument campaign during Reconstruction was born out of a
desperation to commemorate, and it soldiered on even through its shortsightedness. While Union
monument designs included attempts at portraying emancipation and post-Civil War interracial
harmony, the majority of those designs were rejected or heavily edited before being cast in
bronze. The monument campaign embarked upon by the Union was receptive to depicting the
Black body, but soon realized the complications that came with visually portraying
emancipation.
White artists faced difficulty representing something that had not yet happened, where
the likelihood of success was unknown. While some of the white artists putting forth designs
were practicing in Europe, others were from various parts of the U.S. and held various opinions
on Reconstruction. White artists embracing Reconstruction, working in the manner of classical
sculptural tradition, altered their sketches in order to have them accepted by monument
committees who were not ready for new depictions of the Black body. White artists struggled to
depict the emotions, anxiety and anticipation of emancipation because they, themselves, had not
experienced emancipation. Many white artists fought the internal struggle to synthesize the
external representation of racial harmony while harboring racist thoughts themselves. Depictions
of emancipation proved to be outside the imaginative realm of artistic ability, because it was still
outside of society’s realm to visualize equality.
Where broken shackles, bodies kneeling, and chins tilted upward in gratitude to President
Lincoln were common aesthetic tropes deployed by white artists, monuments such as Thomas
Ball’s Emancipation Group in Boston were criticized by many in the Black community at the
time of construction in 1879. Art historian, Freeman Murray, writes in his book Emancipation
and the Freed American in Sculpture, that he had no problem with the Emancipation Group
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sculpture as a monument to Lincoln, but it was not an accurate representation of emancipation
(fig. 14).

Fig. 14. Ball, Thomas. The Emancipation Memorial. Photograph by Kevin Clark. The
Washington Post, Joe Heim, 15 April 2012, www.washingtonpost.com/lifestyle/style/onemancipation-day-in-dc-two- memorials-tell-very-differentstories/2012/04/15/gIQAj3u9JT_story.html. Accessed May 15, 2021.

His argument was against the depiction of the enslaved figure because he looked more
like “a man who has perhaps escaped extreme punishment by commutation of sentence, than a
man who feels that he is one of those who, as the Declaration of Independence expresses it, ‘are,
and of right ought to be free’” (Murray, Savage 120).
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By contrast, sculptor John Quincy Adams Ward’s The Freedman was also a contender for
the depiction of emancipation in public sculpture and found success as the “first representation of
an African American in the medium of bronze” (qtd. in Savage 54) (see fig. 15).

Fig. 15. Ward, John Quincy Adams. The Freedman. Met Museum, 2020-2021,
www.metmuseum.org/art/collection/search/13134. Accessed May 15, 2021.

Although it never realized its full potential as a public monument, much to the
disappointment of its champions, The Freedman challenged the previous depictions of the Black
body while signaling the potential for a new world. Rather than express the activity of granting
freedom, the freedman sits in active contemplation. Poised for forward movement, his right arm
muscles mobilized to push his body off the stump, his knitted brow gives away the uncertainty of
his future. Not only does the sculpture ask its audience a question they cannot answer, but
depicts the freedman asking himself a question. The confidant pose implies his readiness to seek
the answer.
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Ward’s sculpture works in the sense that it places the onus of emancipation on the
freedman himself, without the inclusion of a white savior, or white figure in a position of power.
Ball’s sculpture works to dispel the accusations of ingratitude for Lincoln’s emancipation.
Savage provides further critique of both, from an aesthetic and socio-political perspective. What
is apparent when looking at the sculptures together is the extreme differences in the perception of
emancipation, which still neglects to answer the question that evaded so many during
Reconstruction, What does emancipation look like?
Sculptor Harriet Hosmer toiled away at drawings and plaster models of a Freedmen’s
Memorial that was closer to an allegorical depiction of the dream of emancipation (see fig. 16).

Fig. 16. Hosmer, Harriet. Freedmen’s Memorial. The Hillis Home, Robert Pohl, 17 April 2017,
thehillishome.com/2017/04/lost-capitol-hill-emancipation-day/. Accessed May 15, 2021.
Savage’s interpretation of the sculpture is that “if his (the freedman) emancipation
remains incomplete, it is only because white culture refuses to grant it, refuses to acknowledge
the ‘progress’ defined by and in Hosmer’s sculpture. Hosmer’s design envisions not only a new
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African American man, but a new American society in which he can find acceptance” (Savage
98). However, it reveals only half of the enormous task at hand. What is missing is a warning of
what will happen to the new American society if the freedman does not find acceptance.
Idealistic and optimistic by design, what was required in order to address the past while
putting forth a present vision of emancipation, was an ambitious work the likes of Ambrogio
Lorenzetti’s The Allegory of the Effect of Good and Bad Government, in other words, a visual
depiction for all that demonstrates hope for the future while reminding government what
constitutes the enemy of the polis (see fig. 17).

Fig. 17. Lorenzetti, Ambrogio. The Allegory of the Effect of Good and Bad Government. Rense,
Dr. Ilya Sandra Perlingieri, 10 Jan. 2011, rense.com//general92/alleg.htm. Accessed May 15,
2021.
The good and bad, the enemies who threaten to destroy the community are not the individual
people, but their values. In his fresco located at the Palazzo Pubblico, the government seat of
Siena, Italy, good government takes the form of female figures representing: Peace, Fortitude,
Prudence, Magnanimity, Temperance and Justice (see fig. 18).
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Fig. 18. Lorenzetti, Ambrogio. The Allegory of the Effect of Good and Bad Government
(detail).Frieze, Dan Hancox, 19 Nov. 2018, www.frieze.com/article/what-democracy-argues-.
Accessed May 15, 2021.

Bad government takes the form of figures representing Cruelty, Deceit, Fraud, Fury, Division,
War, Avarice, Pride and Vainglory (see fig. 19).

Fig. 19. Lorenzetti, Ambrogio. The Allegory of the Effect of Good and Bad Government (detail).
Flashbak, Douglas Blanchard, 2021, flashbak.com/lorenzettis-allegory-of-good-and-badgovernment-a-revolutionary-painting-for-then-and-now-373579/. Accessed May 15, 2021.
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Its location in a government building was meant to remind the leaders of Siena to keep its
message in the forefront of thought with every political decision. Although created by an
individual, the work spoke for the collective, and implored government leaders to act in the best
interest of their citizens, while depicting what was at stake if they failed to do so.
Visual representations that balanced the good with the evil, that uplifted while cautioning,
could have reiterated the real and pressing dangers created by citizens opposed to
Reconstruction, while exhibiting how good life could be if they renounced bad values and
instead pursued good values (of course this would adhere to a Christian notion of good and bad,
which was already manipulated by the Confederacy to support slavery, thus demonstrating one
of the many conundrums in regards to establishing a moral and ethical plan for Reconstruction).
Where the aesthetics of heroic individuals and the fantasy of the collective acceptance of
emancipation was on the rise, an aesthetics that acknowledged the atrocities of slavery never
materialized. The success of Lorenzetti’s allegory is that it reminds those in power that the
citizens are cognizant of governmental activities and beckons the government to act on behalf of
their people. In this sense, Lorenzetti’s fresco serves as a monument in the truest sense of the
word, for it is a warning against abuse.
For art in the vein of Lorenzetti’s to have the same impact in directing U.S government
and its citizens during Reconstruction, it would have needed to necessitate a dialogue of what
constitutes good and bad. In contemporary projects, it is more widely accepted, even expected,
that embarking on a public work of art representing a multiplicity of individuals requires a
multitude of perspectives and input. If not through physical collaboration, at least in the planning
and approval stages. In a true show of commitment to the Reconstruction effort, a collaboration
between white and Black artists may have been the only way to create an equitable monument. If
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these conversations happened, they did not culminate in plastic works that received enough
funding to complete. Union monument-makers, time and again, either by their own decision or
the decisions of committees, elevated President Lincoln to be the universal representation of
emancipation.
Whether a Black body was included in those representations became inconsequential, as
they were relegated to being a visual post-script to the grand-narrative of the Civil War. If
hesitant monument construction was the Union’s atonement experiment, then the monuments
constructed by the defunct Confederacy maintained its violent assault through monumentmaking. The Union and Confederate monument campaigns during Reconstruction were a battle
between the opposing opinions of white people who could not agree upon what was perceived to
be good and bad, while simultaneously neglecting the opinions of Black people, who held yet a
different perspective.
Savage magnifies the presence and absence of representational nuance through the
dialectic of Union and Confederate monuments, and the various ways race and status are
depicted. Relying on historical documentation and preliminary sketches of rejected projects, he
successfully presents the disjointed political agendas of Reconstruction as told through
monument-making. Upton’s dialectic takes place between Black memorials made in response to
the saturation of Confederate monuments across the southern landscape, and memorials to civil
rights. Through an analysis of what can and cannot be expressed covertly and overtly in plastic
structures, Upton and Savage address the continued failings of a country still unwilling to make
amends with its history of racism. Touching then departing from their scholarship, the remainder
of this writing will philosophically, theoretically, and aesthetically challenge the myths that
support the rise in power of ideological structures of the Confederacy. Where Union monument
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campaigns attempted to address some of the concerns regarding Reconstruction, the Confederate
monument campaign refused to participate in the conversation.
All monuments present their own challenges, meaning they are subject to critique in
terms of design, purpose and content by the audience in the same way as public sculpture
without the hierarchical classification. Monument is not synonymous with infallible. Savage
includes the critics’ words of what exemplifies good and bad monument design, and the
difference between the trained artist working in the same traditions established in antiquity
versus the self-taught artist working for popular public approval. He demonstrates that while
many consider all monuments works of art, during the Reconstruction monument campaign
many works were not upholding established aesthetic standards of beauty and design. The
Western idea of beauty was present, from a socio-political standpoint, in that the white figure
was put forth as the standard against which to measure beauty. But the technical abilities of the
self-taught artists capitalizing on the new business of monument-making, did not meet the
criteria of their classically trained competitors. Monument-making, as Savage explains, became a
popularity contest not to determine who the best artist would be for the job, but which artist
would be willing to bend to the will of the commissioning committee.
Time and again self-taught artists were awarded commissions as a result of mishmash
designs to appease the donors but failed to engage the public in the kind of critical discourse
exhibited by the designs of the classically trained artists. Good design was identified by trained
artists and critics as being a design that asks questions and provokes thought, is free from
historical vagueness and is easy to identify. However, it should be acknowledged that even by
the standard of good design from a classically trained perspective, designs that might have been
ahead of their time during Reconstruction would be subject to further scrutiny today.
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Such is the problem with public proclamations of what is good and bad, what is beautiful,
and what is ugly. Visual representations of values remove the interpretive work required for a
viewer to discover them on their own. When the representation of value is presented, the viewer
is told what they are supposed to do, how they are supposed to think or behave. Confederate
monuments even tell the viewer how to feel. As values change, the monument becomes divisive,
and there are none more divisive or prolific across the U.S. landscape than those that adhere to
Confederate aesthetics.
Confederate aesthetics, I assert, are symbols created to uphold the rhetoric of the Vice
President of the Confederacy, Alexander H. Stephens, as outlined in his Cornerstone speech of
1861, specifically, as stated here earlier, his assertion of the “great truth that the negro is not
equal to the white man.” This truth, he explains, serves as the cornerstone of the new
government, thus justifying slavery in the Confederate constitution. He continues by asserting
that the newly formed Confederate government is the first government in the world’s history
founded on this “great truth.” It would follow, then, that the Confederate aesthetic is a racist
aesthetic, based on the idea of a superior race supported by contrived science.
It includes, but is not limited to, language and visual symbols, and is prevalent in art,
sports, education, city infrastructure, institutional organization, small business practices, the
housing market and more and more. This project serves to only focus on Confederate aesthetics
in visual art, specifically monuments and memorials in order to reveal the power the structures
wield in the growth and spread of racism beginning in Reconstruction that continues in
contemporary society. It also works to dismantle the U.S. presumption of what a monument is,
by demonstrating what a monument is not. Not all monuments are created equal, not all
monuments function as a monument, and some monuments are disguised to fool the public.
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Located within communities, Confederate aesthetics reflect the ideology of government
officials as well as the people that dwell within the immediate boundaries of the city and state
who elect their representatives. And yet the ideology extends beyond physical boundaries.
Contradictions and confusion continue to surround the word monument, as well as how
interpretation has been exploited at state and local levels. The argument of whether or not the
Antiquities Act should be repealed, or whether or not a monument should be physically
dismantled, is not easily resolved through determinate decisions. Rarely is it as simple as
choosing between good and bad. The creation and protection of monuments reflect shifting
values from leader to leader, from national interests to state interests, from state interests to local
interests, and do not necessarily reflect the sentiment of the local majority. If not projected on the
national stage, the controversy surrounding monuments goes largely undetected until violence
erupts. Protests at Confederate monuments move beyond civil disobedience, with white
nationalists evoking the optics of the Ku Klux Klan to incite fear (see figs. 20 & 21).

Fig. 20. Shurtleff, Andrew. White nationalists protesting on the University of Charlottesville
campus over the decision to remove the Robert E. Lee statue. NY Daily News, Jessica Chia, 12
Aug. 2017, www.nydailynews.com/news/national/white-nationalists-march-uva-torches-article1.3404681. Accessed May 15, 2021.
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Fig. 21. Winick, Norm. Original Federation of the Klan rally held in Fulton County, Illinois. The
Zypher, Norm Winick, 19 October 1995, www.thezephyr.com/archives/normkkk.htm. Accessed
May 15, 2021.

Violence is always anticipated when a protest is staged at a Confederate monument.
Where environmentalists argue the fight over federally protected land amounts to a war between
the people and the government, conservationists versus capitalists, the fight over Confederate
monuments is also a war. Much like the differing positions individual states held during the Civil
War, how state and local entities treat Confederate monuments becomes an indicator of their
interpretation of history and stance on racial discrimination.

Language in Flux

Because interpretations and applications of the word monument remain loose, there is no
universally accepted measurement to help determine what receives the classification. In French
philosopher Jean-Francois Lyotard’s The Postmodern Condition, he addresses Wittgenstein’s
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puzzling quote at the end of the “Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus,” the same quote (or a close
misquote) spray painted on the previously mentioned Logan Square Monument in Chicago that
says, “Whereof one cannot speak, thereof be silent” (Wittgenstein 56) (see fig. 22).

Fig. 22. Bacon, Henry. Logan Square Monument. Photo by Leor Galil. DNAINFO, Mina Bloom,
13 July 2017, www.dnainfo/chicago/20170731/logan-square/graffiti-logan-square-monumenttagged-illinois-centennial-memorial. Accessed Apr. 25, 2021.

In the introduction of the Tractatus, philosopher and social critic, Bertrand Russell, adds clarity
by explaining Wittgenstein’s theory that within the structure of language there is another, second
language, that deals with the first language structure. Within this hierarchical ordering, there is
no limit, and the second language cannot be spoken. There are no words, therefore one “must be
silent.”
Lyotard further explores this when he says that language “functions to filter discursive
potentials, interrupting possible connections in the communications networks: there are things
that should not be said” (Lyotard 17). He continues by saying the constraints also privilege
certain classes of statements and, depending on their predominance, situates the discourse of the
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institution. In other words, “there are things that should be said, and there are ways of saying
them” (17).
Because language is not concrete, the limits of language are the stakes by which a game
is being played and framed by formalities. The results of the game are strategies. The Logan
Square Monument is an example of an unspoken language, omitting the labor of the enslaved as
playing a role in the construction of the state of Illinois. What is unspoken, the second language,
becomes the most important language. However, the first language, the visual language that
constructs a mythological narrative, is the language that negotiates the stakes. Calling the
structure a monument formalizes a boundary.
Wittgenstein and Lyotard are both interested in what Wittgenstein called Language
Games, or “utterances that can be defined in terms of rules specifying their properties and the
uses to which they can be put-in exactly the same way as the game of chess is defined by a set of
rules determining the properties of each of the pieces, in other words, the proper way to move
them (Lyotard 10).” The word monument can be manipulated to fit a purpose, but on its own it
holds no legitimation. As a participant in language games, a monument is subject to becoming
part of a contract between individuals. The use of the word is a pawn in a larger game and
considered a move every time it is uttered. If the rules of the game cease to exist, then the game
does as well. Furthermore, destabilization continues until the boundaries are no longer the stakes
that define the game.
At both the national and state level, once something receives the designation, and the
utterance is legitimized, it is far more difficult to remove a monument despite presidential whim.
According to Lyotard, to speak is to fight, and to win is to have the connotation accepted. At the
national level, the president has the power to name, but at the state level, the name is given by
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private citizens who pay for the monument. Once monument is uttered at the local level, the
power to remove it takes place at the state level, thus allowing lawmakers to be emotionally
removed from the community in which the monument resides.
The conflict begins with the definition of a monument. The root word of monument is
derived from the Latin word moneo, meaning “I warn,” “admonish,” and “remind” (WordHippo
2021). By its very designation, every monument holds a position of power over its audience. The
rupture of interpretation takes place between national versus state understandings of what a
monument is, and definitions vary widely.
The Cambridge Dictionary defines a monument as “a structure or building that is built to
honour a special person or event” and “an object, especially large and made of stone, built to
remember and show respect for a person or group of people, or a special place made for this
purpose.” Merriam-Webster says it is “obsolete,” “a written legal document or record,” “a lasting
reminder,” “archaic,” and “a boundary marker.” When something is called “monumental” it is
understood as being major, large, or important. In his essay On the Aims of Art, German painter
Hans Hofmann argues that physical scale has little to do with whether something is considered a
monument. He says that:
The symphonic creation intends the highest enrichment of the given format through
sensory and emotional differentiation on an enormous scale (yet indifferent to actual size
measurement) and therefore monumental. (But again monumental qualities are not to be
confused with mere standard, partial size measurements. They are an affair of relativity.
(Hofmann 372).
Hofmann’s assertion that physical scale is not an indicator of whether or not something is a
monument is most relevant when the discussion turns to the impact of poetry or literature on the
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audience, likewise, many of the debates surrounding monuments question whether or not they
should be considered, and treated with the same respect, as valuable works of art. The defense of
the monument’s continued existence typically hinges on the argument of artistic merit, as well as
an adherence to tradition and historical importance. Hofmann’s writing about balance and
harmony within art thus serves as a powerful indicator of aesthetic theory applied to art during an
era when Confederate monument building in the U.S. was at its peak. Aesthetic theory as
reflected in monument building during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries was
reinforcing racism directly and indirectly by means of previously established aesthetic rules and
traditions in Western art. The aesthetic power of the Confederate monument, by artistic design,
therefore, attempts to exert racial power over its audience in an intentional manner derived from
the same long-established artistic laws in Western tradition.
Out of the various definitions ascribed to the word monument, Viennese art historian
Alois Riegl provides the most comprehensive definition, encapsulating all others previously
listed. In his essay The Modern Cult of Monuments: Its Character and Its Origin, Riegl defines a
monument as: “a human creation, erected for the specific purpose of keeping single human deeds
or events (or a combination thereof) alive in the minds of future generations” (Riegl 21). He
applies this definition to structures erected by humans and nature, and formally classified as
monuments. Therefore, he says, a monument is always a human construction, whether
physically, ideologically, or both. The monumentality of nature, a landmark, or art is only
deemed as such via a process of human signification, such as institutional formalization. Riegl
asserts that monuments are therefore constructed in two different ways: the deliberate monument
and the unintentional monument.
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The deliberate monument is a structure built for the purpose of being a monument, where
meaning is imposed upon the audience. It is purposeful and meant to be awe-inducing in some
form or fashion. Confederate monuments are deliberate. The deliberate monument does not
always reflect the desire and wishes of the majority, but the population with decision-making
power. Confederate monuments have historically been non-negotiable and are not decided upon
or constructed through a democratic process.
By contrast, U.S. national monuments generally fall under the category unintentional,
meaning we, the audience, assign significance. For example Bears Ears and Belmont-Paul were
not created to be monuments, their significance was identified by the larger audience after the
passing of time, unlike the Logan Square Monument which did not exist until it was
conceptualized as a monument. The unintentional monument is therefore not built to impose its
power upon the audience. The relationship in the U.S. to unintentional monuments is therefore
organic, and proposals for their designation are submitted for consideration. The debates do not
typically hinge on whether or not the site is significant, but rather, how much space is sacrificed
to protect the site. It also hinges on the types of protections that would be afforded the site by
using the word “monument” rather than “national park” or “historic site.” Still, the final
designation of the unintentional monument is based on a power structure removed from the
immediate physical site that has the ability to assign a title.
While the audience may have very little input in the legal classification of an official
monument whether it is deliberate or unintentional, they play a crucial role in upholding the
implied power of the title. Citizens pay taxes that allow for maintenance, cleaning, preservation,
landscaping, and trash collection; facing fines and possible incarceration if the monument is
defaced. Deliberate monuments may not physically occupy thousands of acres, but many times
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inhabit a prominent location, becoming part of the landscape of the community. Depending on
the year of construction, many small towns across the U.S., like Bentonville, Arkansas, expanded
radially around their monuments, placing the structures on high pedestals in the center of the city
(see fig. 23).

Fig. 23. Goff, Ben. Confederate Monument at the Center of Bentonville Square. Northwest
Arkansas Online, Staff Report, 22 Aug. 2017, www.nwaonline.com/news/2017/aug/22/lawenforcement-have-eye-on-betonville-/. Accessed May 15, 2021.

At one time, the Confederate monument in Bentonville dictated the expectations placed
on its citizens and directed the development of the community. Its removal on September 30,
2020 reveals a contemporary cultural rift within the pockets of small towns across the U.S. As
the hometown of the very first Wal-Mart store, which was originally located across the street
from the monument in the town square, the founding family initiated a challenge to the
sculpture’s lingering ideology. The Walton’s philanthropic contribution, Crystal Bridges, is a
fine art museum with a path that leads directly to the town square and the place where the
sculpture once stood.
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As a competing structure to the sculpture, both physically and ideologically, Crystal
Bridges topples the center of the city and creates a new center that disrupts the social dichotomy
predicated on the ethical lacuna unresolved by civil war. Since opening in 2011, the museum’s
program has included Soul of a Nation: Art in the Age of Black Power, Pioneering Directors of
African American Cinema, and Black Unity. The exhibition calendar continues to be stacked to
celebrate diversity, make space for inclusion in the canon of art history, and invite critical
discourse only feet away from the Confederate sculpture designed to impose its singular and
racially divisive opinion upon the community. Inclusion and diversity have overcome the statue
as it has been removed and is on its way to be installed in a private park.
The Brotherhood of the Southern Cross embarked on efforts to save the Bentonville
sculpture, dedicated in 1908 by the United Daughters of the Confederacy, from being removed or
relocated from the town square. For months, the community wrestled over the fate of the
physical structure, debating its removal, relocation, preservation, protection, historic value, and
artistic merit as the issue of language lingered. What is at stake in every community engaging in
debate is not only the location of their structures, or the word “Confederacy” that shouts at the
audience from all sides of the pedestal, but the allowance of human beings to continue to impose
their power over other human beings, or for the white community to continue to impose their
power over the Black community. Bentonville proved to be a befitting location for a
contemporary art museum that uses art to posit questions on the nature of Being and what it
means to Be-With-Others, however, residents of Bentonville have a mixed response to the
sculpture’s relocation. Some feel the removal is long overdue, some wonder why history is being
erased, and the United Daughters of the Confederacy have called it a bittersweet win-win for
everyone.
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Where the word monument is an accurate description of the activities exemplified
through the mission of Crystal Bridges, an institution that strives to celebrate the monumental
achievements of nature as well as artistic recordings of movements that have proven to be larger
than humans themselves; the Confederate structure places the soldier in a position of being
monumental over all others. In the same breath, it can also be argued that Confederate history is
a monumental achievement of oppression, its ideology continuing to linger while experiencing
consistent growth.
In the context of today’s conversation surrounding historical structures and their
contemporary significance, the U.S. continues to be engulfed by a Confederate movement under
the auspices of lineage (Sons and Daughters of the Confederacy), neo-Nazism, and white
nationalism. It is therefore even more questionable as to why those opposed to the movement
adopt the same language the movement uses to gain traction, adding legitimacy to the movement,
its symbols, and its language. Reinforcing their place in society as monuments is an act
of performativity, even a performativity of racism, where those who utter the word are engaged
in a triangulation of input and output within the social bond that includes the person who utters
the word, the addressee, and the referent.
Therefore, my assertion is that Confederate structures serve as symbols of monumental
history, rather than being monuments in-and-of themselves; as such they are mis-classified,
holding an unwarranted level of power, prestige, and protection. In order to pull the structure off
the pedestal for the purpose of challenging the ideology, I propose that the first order of business
lies in removing the language that labels, categorizes, and protects the Confederacy. Whereas
Confederate monumental history stakes its claim through the use of symbolic structures, the
Confederate movement relies on the same structures to uphold its physical presence and place in
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the community. As long as the structures are granted a privileged title in a privileged category,
they are looked upon as being a welcome component of the landscape. Because the landscape of
the community has the power to develop or reflect the fabric of the community, what is alarming
is not the structure itself but the use of it as a shroud to conceal the Confederate ideology that
feels at liberty to call the community a welcoming home.
Furthermore, if the assumption is that the boundary of the community is enough to
contain the ideology, consider the power of the governmental entity that upholds the designation.
Monuments residing in cities are brought forth for scrutiny at the state level, implying the
boundaries of ideology stretch much farther than the immediate locale of the structure. The
language games of government are not conversational, and do not participate in the
conversations that take place at the site of monuments. It is the legal significance of the word
monument that allows for comfort in protecting the structure and cannot be stripped without the
approval of a government official who may or may not be invested in that locale.
Misclassification is rampant in news articles and historical texts mentioning Confederate
monuments. The word monument is first used by the group who inserts the structure, knowing
this action will provide legal protections. Therefore, any person who utters the same language,
whether they are opposed to the structure or support it, acknowledges and upholds its power
through language. Monument is used as a rhetorical device, much like the physical object itself,
to construct and exercise power while indoctrinating the audience in the ideology that the
structure is a monument. Confederate monuments are shortsighted symbols of monumental
history that, many times, are mass produced reproductions of sculptures that are cheap to make
and install, but far more expensive to physically remove-the removal of their ideology after their
extraction presenting further challenge. Removing a monument through violent means, such as
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pushing or pulling it down, or destroying it, exacerbates tension in the community, as some
consider it an infraction against the preservation of art and history or a personal attack.
When protestors are engaged in acts of violence against a Confederate monument, it is
because they also subscribe to the power of language. They are held captive by the word
monument. The monument imposes power over people, either to oppress or elevate, and the
oppressed rise to reclaim their power. A monument is meant to instill fear, but not fear of the
object itself. A monument is meant to instill fear of what is at stake of being lost forever. In the
case of unintentional natural or plastic national monuments, the word monument denotes a kind
of rarity. There is only one Grand Canyon and only one Belmont-Paul, so take care of these
monuments because when they are gone, they are gone forever. Monuments have the power to
make the audience buzz with life because they activate anxiety. What if questions abound within
a monument, but the reminder of mortality may be the loudest. A structure built to carry forward
an idea into the future does so because the audience that is present will not exist in that future.
When boundaries are stretched that make the monument’s existence precarious, the
public panics. Destruction of unintentional monuments mean a potentially permanent loss. The
same awareness and fear of what is at stake are inherent within Confederate structures.
Confederate monuments represent a last stand for power. They instill fear if they are left
standing, and white supremacists are terrified of their removal. If the monument falls, power is
won by the population acting in the interest of equality. If the monument stands, power is won by
white supremacists. Either way, someone is struggling for power, but shifting the paradigm
between power structures only succeeds in infuriating the side that is losing its power.
It is not a coincidence that white supremacists were quietly recruiting during President
Obama’s time in office. They saw his presidency as a loss of power, making the Confederate
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monuments places to congregate in unity. Likewise, it is not a coincidence that Black Lives
Matter and Antifa developed and gained traction during President Trump’s time in office, as the
BIPOC (Black Indigenous People of Color) community felt the loss of the power they have
fought long and hard to achieve. The difference between the white supremacists and the BIPOC
community is that the latter is fighting to gain power for the purpose of equity and
representation, while the former considers a decrease in power and privilege a personal attack.
While this chapter primarily explores the power structure that constructs the manmade
deliberate Confederate monument, the use and abuse of the word memorial will also be
interrogated. To change a community’s relationship to their divisive structures, the
deconstruction of language that is used to blindly uphold their power has to be addressed, for,
only then can we challenge power, memory, propaganda and interpretation imposed upon a
community. What emerges through the deconstruction of language is a better understanding of
how Confederate structures come to power and manipulate memory in order to maintain power.
Because the structures are consistently referred to interchangeably, they also uphold a narrow
interpretation of events that invites circular arguments. The monument reminds, the memorial
remembers, and the imposition of power is entangled with a desire to mourn the death of humans
and the notion of a white Southern utopia.
To address the use and abuse of monuments requires an historical analysis of the moment
of slippage between when the Confederacy lost the Civil War and the golden era of monument
construction. This analysis is not to minimize the very real devastation felt by the Confederacy,
who lost loved ones, a family structure that relied on the success of a political war, and their
entire (private) livelihoods. Rather, it is to examine the mobilization of power as it grew from
resentment as a result of these losses. Confederates were crippled when they lost the ability to
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produce cotton and other crops on large scale after slavery was abolished. They lost the people
that raised their children, cooked their food, did their laundry, and sewed their clothes.
Prior to the Civil War, Confederates were compelled to participate in the polis, or
political life, to protect their private interests of living the “good life.” Confederates did their best
to undermine the humanity of enslaved Blacks by arguing the enslaved were better off in
servitude because they were not capable of providing for themselves. Emancipation meant they
would not only suffer financially, but their personal comfort would suffer as well. This merging
of the public with the private is addressed by German-American philosopher Hannah Arendt’s
writing on the human condition.
Confederates were protecting a way of life that relied on unrewarded laborers to increase
their own personal wealth at the expense of the health and well-being of their laborers. They
subscribed to their own form of modern conformism and rejected the North’s attempts to make
the South conform to public life wherein one had to conform to avoid disrespecting their fellow
human. Conformity, Arendt says, is what is at the root of the modern science of economics that
coincided with the rise of society. The counter-point is when one says the Civil War was fought
over economics and not slavery, while ignoring the social significance of economics and the
implementation of statistical analysis that reduced economics strictly to science in order to
ignore social factors. Of the reduction of economics to science that neglects social factors and
reduces humans to numbers, Arendt says, “Economics…could achieve a scientific character only
when men had become social beings and unanimously followed certain patterns of behavior, so
that those who did not keep the rules could be considered to be asocial or abnormal” (Arendt 42).
In other words, those who did not conform were considered Other, not part of the larger
population. A new polis, which was to be the rejoining of the North and the South, would
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theoretically include Black voices and require the Confederacy to conform to U.S. government
expectations and laws. Conformity was already an impossible task by and large, even without the
differences created by racist rhetoric, because as the population grows, it is much harder to force
society to conform. Therefore, the social aspects must be considered, with new social constructs
and contracts negotiated. Human beings cannot be reduced to mere numbers and economics.
Even with the difficulty in forcing the former Confederacy to conform to a unified society postCivil War, loyalists rejected the rules.
Since rules were not enforced, the Confederacy only disappeared in name and not
concept. I argue that it also did not disappear in practice even though the enslaved were freed.
Executive Director of The Legacy Museum in Montgomery, Alabama, Bryan Stevenson,
explains throughout the exhibits that slavery did not end but evolved. Although the following
writing barely touches upon Black Codes in the South after the Civil War, the codes were
designed to re-enslave the Black population through mass incarceration for unavoidable
infractions in order to re-create the Black labor force.
Because race itself is a social construct, perpetuated by bad science in order to serve an
economic system, the economy was designed to be racially exploitative. The South relied on
slave labor for agriculture, the North relied on slave labor for textiles. No such social contract
existed that included the enslaved since they did not participate in public life and were therefore
considered non-humans. As author Ijeoma Olua says in her book So You Want to Talk About
Race, “You cannot put chains around the necks of other human beings or slaughter them
wholesale while maintaining social rules that prohibit such treatment without first designating
those people as somewhat less than human” (Olua Ch 1 00:06:42-57).
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The internal motor that propelled revolts of the enslaved, ignited the Civil Rights
Movement, and led to the formation of Black Lives Matter, is a demand to be seen as human
beings. For the white supremacist, acknowledging their science was wrong, their rhetoric
inflammatory, and their violence the culprit of another’s generational trauma is inconceivable.
The refusal to admit wrongdoing comes from resentment and fear. Demand for recognition and
its subsequent refusal to meet this demand is a struggle that philosophers such as Georg Wilhelm
Friedrich Hegel, Simone de Beauvoir, and Frantz Fanon have mined and applied to the selfconscious, gender, and colonial relations.
The most obvious application of the master/slave dialectic within the context of the
Confederacy would be the relationship between white people and Black people in an
unmetaphorical sense, or the literal masters and enslaved. The master and enslaved are embroiled
in a battle of developing consciousness, where the enslaved is seeking recognition as a human
being. Confederate hostility was so high that it ensured a refusal of recognition of the enslaved,
and post-Civil War loyalists who were expected to conform to emancipation made sure to
undermine every step towards equality. Moving the goal posts to block Black success and restrict
Black movement resulted in the formation of codes that made being Black in former Confederate
states illegal. As Ijeoma Olua points out, the social construct of racism was meant to keep Black
people at the bottom of the economic system. Poor whites were competing with newly freed
Blacks for economic opportunities, with poor white resentment being fueled by wealthy white
Southerners vying for their political support. Poor white Southerners were pawns of the wealthy,
used as part of a triangulation tactic. Whether the goal was to buoy wealthy white Southerners to
success, or oppress the Black population, is of no consequence because poor white Southerners
were successful in both endeavors.
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Political ads were directed at poor white Southerners in an effort to keep the
concentration of political power in the South, which could only be successful if wealthy white
Southerners could drive a wedge between the poor white and poor Black populations (see fig.
24).

Fig. 24. Unknown. Democratic Party Flyer for the 1866 Pennsylvania Congressional and
Gubernatorial Campaign. Latin American Studies, www.latinamericanstudies.org/freedmansbureau.htm. Accessed May 16, 2021.

In this 1866 campaign ad, for example, the poor white laborer is juxtaposed next to a
Black man depicted as a primate. The ad is telling the white laborer that Black people are lazy,
that the white man will have to labor harder to support the laziness of the Black man. The
message is supported by a Christian quote as though the message is a directive from God. The ad
tells the white man that it costs him more if the Black man is free, while pushing the stereotype
of the Black man as brutish wild animal that is, as Arendt says, “asocial” and “abnormal.” The
stereotype is meant to justify keeping Black people away from voting and move the resentful to
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deploy all means necessary to prevent Black participation in political life. As long as poor whites
refused to recognize poor Blacks as human, recruitment to resentment would be successful.
The terrorism used to suppress Black voters was also the subject of political cartoons
trying to bring attention to the South’s tactics, such as this cartoon by Thomas Nast (see fig. 25).

Fig. 25. Nast, Thomas. One Less Vote. Elections Harp Week, Harper’s Weekly, 8 Aug. 1868,
elections.harpweek.com/1868/cartoon-1868-medium.asp?UniqueID=27&Year=1868. Accessed
May 16, 2021.

Immediately the viewer can see the Black man is depicted as a human. He is not a
primate, or barefoot, and his clothes are not torn. He was murdered to intimidate other Black
voters from participating in political life, undermining the Reconstruction effort. The writing
above his body suggests he was murdered by the Ku Klux Klan, a white supremacist group that
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was comprised of both wealthy and poor white Southerners in the late 1860s (and is still actively
rebranding and recruiting in 2021).
Both ads demonstrate the way in which art was revealing and influencing the political
climate during Reconstruction. Stereotypes are being carefully crafted, religion is weaponized,
and ads are pleading with the white audience to pick a side based on race. Where the first ad
victimizes the Black subject, the second ad illustrates the victimization of the Black subject.
However, read through the lens of the target audience who see the Black person as Other, their
response is one of abjection. Meaning, they want nothing to do with the Black subject in either
ad. As long as they (the Black Other) are on the receiving end of violence and hardship; it does
not afflict me. If the paradigm shifts, and they (the Black Other) rise above me, that means I will
take their place at the bottom of an imaginary hierarchical order. I cannot be like them, because
my life is better if I can remain above them. Their success negates mine, there is no room for all
of us.
The first ad paints the poor white laborer as the real victim, a position which terrifies the
poor white voters. The second ad blames racist whites while also attempting to speak to the poor
white voters by appealing to their Christian morals against murder. Neither ad demonstrates
interest or confidence in the voices of the Black voters and both paint the Black voter as a victim.
The humanization of the figure in the second ad is meant to humanize the Black body in the eyes
of the white voter, to move the white voter to feel compassion and sympathy. In a marketing
campaign that pre-dates analytics, there is no way of confirming whether either ad was meeting
its target objective. However, art as a form of communication that transmits a message to an
audience was tuning itself to cultural shifts. What was circulating in flyers was a reflection of
private sentiment made public, and racial violence was at the forefront of thought for both. The
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first ad sets racial tensions ablaze while the second ad is desperately trying to put out the fire.
Confederates were resentful of the whites in Washington for crippling them economically and
forcing them to conform, and they were resentful of the Blacks in the South for what they
perceived to be the same threat. Only the threat from the Blacks was perceived to be far more
insulting because the hierarchical order was in the process of being removed. As the Union
begins constructing monuments to themselves, Confederates embark on the same campaign in
order to recover their pride and power.
Nietzsche, who devoted a large portion of his scholarship to examining the nature of
man’s will to power, speaks to the role of resentment in On the Genealogy of Morality. Denoting
an antagonistic, or hostile, feeling towards something considered to be the source of this anger,
the object of resentment is made a scapegoat. While flyers circulated that reminded the
Confederate of their source of resentment, the Confederate monument campaign began in order
to counter the Union monument campaign. Confederate monuments became the symbol of
resentment, constructed to assert power and designate rallying points for like-minded individuals
to congregate together.
Savage speaks to Confederate resentment, especially on the battlefield when the enslaved
escaped and took up arms for the Union in order to face their former Confederate masters and
fight for freedom and equality. Although many in the Confederacy held resentment towards the
Union, they reserved the majority of their resentment for former slaves. Resentment, as
Nietzsche describes, plays a primary role in the development of morality within the master/slave
dialectic. It is a transference of the pain that has surfaced from a sense of failure, and as a way to
shift blame and protect the ego. A source of evil must be created to justify resentment, and in the
case of the Confederacy, the myth of the good Confederate, the common man, had to be
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developed in order to successfully cast the Black person as evil. If their bodies shared the same
space in a monument, they were trapped in the same aesthetic loop of interpretation that Savage
picks apart, meaning, the Confederates did not accept emancipation, did not accept defeat,
therefore, unable to bring themselves to depict Black figures sculpturally alongside white figures.
To revisit the previously mentioned ads, the first ad reassures poor whites that they are
good Christian people who are hard workers at risk of being exploited. The common man is the
hero of the country, hero of the economy, and the hero of the Confederacy. Confederate
monuments to the un-enlisted, the common man defending his God-given rights by dropping his
plough and picking up his gun to fight, became more and more prevalent (see fig. 26).

Fig. 26. Nuzzo, Jessica. The Common Soldier Monument at the Tazewell County Courthouse.
Bluefield Daily Telegraph (BDT), Charles Boothe, 22 July 2020,
www.bdtonline.com/news/statue-s-fate-to-be-decided-vote-will-determine-if-confederatemonument-will-remain-at/article_4ec611f6-cbbc-11ea-a3fb-1b160473dbcf.html. Accessed May
16, 2021.

When depicted together artistically, the trope of good versus evil would have to be
sustained in order to continue a white supremacist message. If depicted together in a Confederate
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monument, the Black body would gain sympathy during Reconstruction, relegating the
Confederate soldier to being the one responsible for the atrocities inflicted upon the Black body.
The Black man would become the hero, representing what is good, and the white man what is
evil. There are no Confederate monuments that were erected to depict the hopes for interracial
harmony or depicting a Confederate commitment to Reconstruction. Confederate resentment is
behind the dismissal of slave labor that built and sustained the Confederacy, labor which allowed
the white common man to be free according to his personal ethos.
Even today as common man soldier monuments are being debated, the argument is that
the common man did not own slaves therefore the common man is innocent. He is perceived by
loyalists to be a patriot, a Confederate hero who marched alongside an organized military unit
because of his duty to the Confederacy. Because the rising sentiment at the time was that the
Black enslaved were childlike, feeble-minded, and could not care for themselves, and therefore
benefitted under slavery, their freedom meant the common man would have to endure the burden
of this dependency should the enslaved be freed. To the Confederate, they, along with the Black
enslaved, fared better under slavery than the Northerners they considered enslaved by the free
society of capitalism.
White duty to the Confederacy, to remain loyal and carry forward the message through
mourning, was the only way to recover a sense of pride and became the impetus behind the
mythology of the Lost Cause. Confederate monuments became symbols of Southern pride,
heritage, and tradition defined by a perception of freedom that was an illusion. The message of
the Lost Cause, and the desperation to reclaim Southern pride is still celebrated today on t-shirts
and vehicles ( see figs. 27 & 28).
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Fig. 27. Unknown. Southern Pride T-Shirt. Gemini II, 2021,
geminipremium.com/product/southern-pride-will-never-die-flag-us-t-shirt/
Fig. 28. Unknown. Southern Pride Tailgate Sticker. DixieBone, 2021,
dixiebone.com/products/confederate-rebel-southern-pride-truck-tailgate-decal-sticker-wrapthb2571td/. Accessed May 17, 2021.

Recovering pride serves as the basis for much of the Confederate activity from post-Civil
War to the present. The unwarranted fear that the Black body would usurp the manhood of the
white body was yet another motivation behind the desire to only depict the white body in
Confederate monuments. The depiction of fulfilling one’s duty to their country, even if the
country was not recognized as a legitimate country, therefore became a symbol of manhood.
Recovering pride also served as the motivation for the construction of a historical narrative,
favoring the Confederacy, and guiding the way in which history is recounted and studied.
Nietzsche provides a blueprint to the psychological components that is pertinent to
Confederate monuments and their creators through what he describes as three separate
applications of history: monumental, antiquarian, and critical. Within the three applications, the
uses and abuses of history can be better understood along with the motivations driving human
activity that includes a will to power, resentment, and romanticization. But Nietzsche himself
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holds a very important role in the Confederate conversation. He was known to nod in the
direction of the U.S. during what Europe referred to as its “slavery problem,” at one-point
referencing Harriet Beecher-Stowe in his own writing, and his posthumously published notes
form The Will to Power, a book that has been appropriated by neo-Confederate groups in their
attempts to add academic language in defense of their ideology.
Applying a level of scrutiny that was absent during the initial designation of Confederate
monuments allows for political and economic overviews that aid in cutting to the heart of the
foundation that forms interpretation. Doing so demonstrates how monumental history plays a
role in the construction and sustainability of ideology as well the role of what Nietzsche
describes as the “historic man,” or the man who is forever charging towards the hill in battle in
order to find victory on the other side. The historic man is aware of the past and the potential of
the future, unlike the “unhistoric” man who lives mainly in the present. Nietzsche critiques the
activities of both while at times accusing the historic of romanticizing history, an activity that
plays a role in the construction of Confederate monuments.

History in Flux

For Nietzsche, the term monumental history refers to a model of greatness. Although
Confederate history and the current neo-Confederate movement can be deemed models of
“greatness,” this reference to ideological influence should not be confused with them being
models of “goodness.” They are “great” merely in terms of scale and imposing power. However,
as Riegl reminds, they are only “great” or “monumental” if we assign them significance. It
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would be a mistake to ignore the Confederate uprising as a monumental movement because
doing so ignores the consequences that have resonated generationally and become larger than the
failed Confederacy. Consequently, the neo-Confederate movement continues to gain momentum
through the proliferation of Confederate aesthetics, or the way in which the Confederacy is made
visible to the public, which are Othering and created for the purpose of being oppositional and
defiant. Confederates consider themselves rebels, therefore their aesthetics could not be
contrived or defended without being in conflict with another by their own admissions. Once the
state government and its supporters adopt their aesthetics as “our” aesthetics, the revered statue
that stands at “our” town center, the government becomes either complicit or complacent in the
mission behind Confederate aesthetics, which is predicated on upholding the notion that one
person is superior to another, that the white human being is superior to the Black human being.
Perhaps by deflating the power imparted upon the structure through its designation, the
power of the Confederate movement can also be deflated. If there is any argument or doubt that
the Confederate movement is monumental in its current state, enjoying legal protections while
actively recruiting new members, consider the transformation of former white nationalist Derek
Black in his biography Rising Out of Hatred. Journalist Eli Saslow recounts Derek Black’s
journey from child of the founder of online racist publication Stormfront and godchild of Ku
Klux Klan Grand Wizard David Duke, to Grand Wizard in-training charged with ushering in the
next generation of white nationalists or Neo-Confederates, and finally, by his own description, to
his awakening at a small liberal arts college in Florida.
In recounting his evolution and move to reject racism, Derek Black reveals clues about
the culture of the neo-Confederate movement. His mission was to infiltrate academia in order to
become better versed in language and invert academic arguments supporting equality. Not only
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does he confirm the utilization of academic texts and terminology for the purpose of adding
legitimacy, such as the incorporation of Nietzsche within their propaganda literature but, at a
young age, Derek Black identified language as being the way to penetrate and influence
mainstream consciousness. As a result, he asserts a claim that is echoed by several of his
contemporaries, that the neo-Confederate movement is responsible for the successful election of
President Trump.
This admission by Derek Black is not an assertion or assumption that President Trump is
aware of or complicit in the organized activities of the neo-Confederate movement, only an
acknowledgement of the movement’s claim that his political success is as a result of their
recruitment, marketing, and rebranding efforts to which they attribute the finely tuned use of
intentional language. Neo-Confederates reference President Trump’s language in debates and
speeches as sympathetic, and maintain he acts in accordance with their mission; case-in-point is
the Capital Hill insurrection on January 6, 2021, when white supremacists stormed Congress
after interpreting President Trump’s speech as a call to action against the government (see figs.
29 & 30).

Fig. 29. Loeb, Saul. A supporter of President Trump carries a Confederate flag through the
Capitol Rotunda. The Jewish News of Northern California, Laura E. Adkins and Emily Burack, 7
Jan. 2021, live-jweekly.alleydev.com/2021/01/07/hate-on-display-a-guide-to-the-symbols-andsigns-on-display-at-the-capitol-insurrection/. Accessed May 17, 2021.

90

Fig. 30. Stapleton, Shannon. Trump supporters wave American and Confederate flags at rally to
contest the 2020 U.S. Presidential results by the U.S. Congress. The Intercept, James Risen, 8
Jan. 2021, theintercept.com/2021/01/08/trump-insurrection-american-democracy-cult/. Accessed
May 17, 2021.

The relationship between white nationalist groups and President Trump is not all
inclusive, as some groups are critical of his support of Israel and his acceptance of his Jewish
son-in-law. However, during his presidency, President Trump served as a sign to white
nationalists that they had helped to elect a like-minded individual who even referred to himself
as a “nationalist” during a campaign rally on October 22, 2018. To the neo-Confederates, the
President of the United States was the most effective recruitment tool, and his adoption of their
language in public speeches was seen as a success. Most concerning about the aggressive
recruitment efforts deployed by neo-Confederate groups is not the activity of the complicit
participants but the inactivity of the complacent.
As Derek Black reflects, the white supremacist mission was not to recruit those who were
overtly racist. The racists who knew they were racist found neo-Confederate groups online and
in their communities on their own. His goal during recruitment was to push the complacent off
the fence, to recruit the person that says, “I’m not racist, but…” The complacent are forced to
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choose a side, seemingly between the Union and Confederacy. In the war over the fate of
Confederate monuments, the casual racists hide behind a defense of history and art. As long as a
Confederate monument stands unchallenged, the neo-Confederates return home feeling as
though they have won their battle.
This observation is not to discount non-racists who appreciate Confederate structures for
their implied historical or artistic contributions on a superficial level, but to posit a challenge to
apply critical thinking to the notion of the structures as being significant historical or fine art
artefacts. Are the structures, in fact, false idols? Are they relevant or appropriate remnants of a
history that needs to be remembered “lest we forget” or repeat? Are they valuable works of art
that are desecrated when defaced or removed? And lastly, Why are we calling them monuments?
The aforementioned questions deserve attention, but in order to clearly consider various
perspectives in the debate, the anchor point needs to be firmly identified first.
Invoking Nietzsche’s notion of antiquarian history, or a history that is cemented in
tradition, grants access to the thought processes that supported the conception of the structures
and carries through to contemporary arguments of preservation. Following the Confederate loss
in the Civil War, the building of Confederate structures during Reconstruction (1863-1877)
served not only as a way to pay homage to fallen loved ones, but also to resuscitate an idea that
was losing strength and support. Subsequently, over the span of more than one hundred years,
Confederate supporters continue to breathe life into floundering ideology, as each generation
provides sustenance as a means of keeping it alive. Conversations within earshot under the
shadows of Confederate structures during clashes between opposing groups in 2018, led a Black
Lives Matter protester to ask the question: “Why did your people think it was okay to own other
people?” To which the Aryan Nations protester responds: “It wasn’t illegal, was it?” The
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circular fight continues, going nowhere, while the statue smiles with satisfaction that it elicits the
response for which it was deliberately built.
From this real-life verbal exchange broadcast via live social media stream, we might even
believe the Civil War is still raging along, and it is. However, even though the argument sounds
as though it is grounded in a different time, when the government refused to recognize every
human being as worthy of personhood and basic human rights, a time when more protections
were granted to Confederate structures than to living people, the conversation about racism in
public art continues today.
The enduring conversation feeds the power of the antagonistic Confederate structure, a
structure that reveals one human condition while denying another; its power resides in being the
correspondence between audience and institution, where the audience not only plays a role in
giving it its significance, but also in constructing its meaning. The split in the audience happens
under the fallacy of commemoration, because there is no co-memory that is shared amicably
between the oppressor and the oppressed. Unlike natural national monuments, where one has an
opportunity to approach the monument free of judgment, allowing the natural structure to dictate
the viewer’s perception, the viewer is not awarded the same privilege with Confederate
structures. Confederate structures will never be free from the heavy history and racial division
they propagate, nor are they meant to be. They are physical manifestations and visual
representations of the white supremacist will to power.
Confederate structures came to be via two responses to defeat, which Nietzsche identifies
as innocent and guilty. The innocent response is one driven by solidarity in a communal creation
of power; it immortalizes an historic event, suspending it in consciousness so that the innocent
may own the narrative and present it as the dominant perspective. The Confederate structures
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built during Reconstruction were partly innocent as a response to the defeat of the Confederate
army by the Union. If the most current census data is correct, the country lost more than two
percent of its total population during the Civil War, and the number continues to rise as
additional data is brought forth. The number of Confederate lives lost does not imply that the
construction of Confederate power structures is innocent or justified, only that the activity of
their construction represents a narrow recall of events, falling in-line with the Confederate
consensus that the Black population were undeserving of being “counted.” Ijeoma Oluo says that
although almost everything can be about race, nothing is completely about race, and this applies
to the monuments as well.
How does one know that Confederate monuments, or any structure for that matter, are
about race? Oluo provides three criteria which can be applied to monuments: First is that “it is
about race if a person of color thinks it is about race” (Olua Ch 1 00:13:59-14:05). If a person of
color feels their racial identity is part of the narrative of the Confederate structure, then it is, just
as the white person argues it is part of their white racial identity. Second, “it is about race if it
disproportionately or differently effects people of color” (Olua Ch 1 00:14:06-14:014). When
white people argue for the preservation of Confederate monuments by saying white people need
representation because “we suffered too,” it is an oversimplification that ignores the cumulative
nature of racial oppression. It privileges the narrative of the white hero to the detriment to all
other possible heroes. Third, “it is about race if it fits into a broader pattern of events that
disproportionately or differently affect people of color” (Olua Ch 1 00:14:14-14:26). The
Confederacy has always been, and will always be, a self-described nation created on the premise
of white supremacy. This fact has never faltered, by way of their own words and the terminology
they defined.
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Although there may not be unequivocal evidence that supports that all structures built by
the Confederacy are only about upholding racism, they are all built to include racist rhetoric in
addition to other functions such as commemoration amongst like-minded mourners, where
historical writings and photographs give dates, names of the memorialized and names of the
groups responsible for funding the erection efforts. However, fragments of dedication speeches
and comparisons to dates of other pivotal moments in history place the facts of the activities in a
new light. Take for example the Silent Sam structure installed at the University of North Carolina
in Chapel Hill in 1913 (see fig. 31).

Fig. 31. Wilson, John A. Confederate monument Silent Sam at the University of North Carolina,
Chapel Hill. Photo by Don McCullough. NC Policy Watch, Joe Killian, 5 Dec. 2015,
www.ncpolicywatch.com/2019/12/05/critics-vow-to-combat-uncs-silent-sam-deal-withconfederate-group/. Accessed May 17, 2001.

Built post-Reconstruction, it was meant to bring together the North and South to
commemorate the UNC male student population that dutifully enlisted to fight for the
Confederacy and sacrificed their lives. The artist, Canadian sculptor John Wilson, used a
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Northerner’s profile as his model to depict a soldier who could no longer fire his weapon, facing
the statue’s posture North. During a time of nostalgia and efforts to mend the North/South
relationship, the pain and suffering of the Black population was absent from representation.
Furthermore, during his public dedication speech of the monument in 1913, white supremacist
Julian Carr laments:
The present generation, I am persuaded, scarcely takes note of what the Confederate
soldier meant to the welfare of the Anglo Saxon race during the four years immediately
succeeding the war, when the facts are, that their courage and steadfastness saved the
very life of the Anglo Saxon race in the South – When “the bottom rail was on top” all
over the Southern states, and to-day, as a consequence the purest strain of the Anglo
Saxon is to be found in the 13 Southern States – Praise God.
I trust I may be pardoned for one allusion, howbeit it is rather personal. One
hundred yards from where we stand, less than ninety days perhaps after my return from
Appomattox, I horse-whipped a negro wench until her skirts hung in shreds, because
upon the streets of this quiet village she had publicly insulted and maligned a Southern
lady, and then rushed for protection to these University buildings where was stationed a
garrison of 100 Federal soldiers. I performed the pleasing duty in the immediate presence
of the entire garrison, and for thirty nights afterwards slept with a double-barrel shot gun
under my head (Carr).
Although peppered with racial insensitivity and an admission of racial violence, the
majority of the remainder of the speech pays homage to the efforts of the white women who kept
the homes and plantations functioning while their men went off to war. Carr likens them to
“goddesses” and praises the young UNC students who left school to take up arms. The school
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lost more than a quarter of its student population and at one point had only one student in its
senior class of 1865. Debate erupted around the Silent Sam statue over its perceived innocence
once the transcript of the dedication speech was unearthed years after de-segregation of the
school. Was Silent Sam a memorial to fallen students? Or was it a monument to oppress the
Black population, ensuring no Black student would feel safe on campus if segregation ever came
to an end? The answer is that it was both.
The debate surrounding Silent Sam is more complex than categorizing the structure as
being innocent or guilty, naïve or malicious, and needs to be addressed with a semblance of
cautious compassion and critical suspicion. During Reconstruction, temple-like structures
reminiscent of those built for Greek gods were erected. Carr references the Greeks and Romans
and likens the UNC soldiers to Spartans. The indisputable fact remains that each and every
Union dissenter was also someone’s Confederate hero. Can we forgive the grieving spouse and
children saddened by the loss of their father, brother, son, or uncle, even as their loved ones, in
pursuit of economic aims, were fighting for the freedom to oppress others? We may forgive, but
the Confederate structures make it impossible to forget. Likewise, Confederate structures are not
passive rather they are aggressive and deliberate reminders. Therefore, it is imperative to bring
them into contemporary conversation to think critically about who the intended audience is and
of what the structures are trying to remind the audience. After ordering the removal of Silent Sam
out of concern for safety following numerous attempts to topple it off its pedestal, UNC
Chancellor Carol L. Folt tendered her resignation stating:
As chancellor, the safety of the UNC-Chapel Hill community is my clear, unequivocal
and non-negotiable responsibility. The presence of the remaining parts of the monument
on campus poses a continuing threat both to the personal safety and well-being of our
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community and to our ability to provide a stable, productive educational environment. No
one learns at their best when they feel unsafe (Folt).
Were innocent mourners truly innocent by the standards of the day? And do their proclamations
of innocence stand up to today’s scrutiny? Where monumental history is enforced by the guilty,
maybe the guilt of the innocent is their strict adherence to antiquarian history, guided by loyalty
and tradition, and perhaps an element of fear, for history is also rife with the stories of those who
fought against racist tradition and ideology within the constraints of their community, with
rejectors of racism meeting a violent end. Therefore, the structures serving as monuments are not
only meant to impose their power over the Black community, but anyone in the white
community who is considering abandoning racist ideology.
Which brings us to the response rising from the guilty, having the capacity to move handin-hand with the innocent, driven by an “excess of feeling.” In other words, the feeling of loss
and anger, as experienced by Confederate culture, past and present, resides on a looping record
that replays trauma in order to keep it fresh in the memory. In this sense, the monument serves to
prolong this excess feeling, as prolonging feeling is “the most effective anesthetic for dull,
crippling, long-drawn-out pain,” resulting from economic and emotional defeat (Nietzsche 10).
Relief is only possible when a new narrative is spun that lessens the pain. The new narrative
promotes Confederate soldiers as honorable Christian men who protected their wives and
children, but simply could not win against the overpowering Union army that did not fight fair.
Given by Jefferson Davis to his army as they continued to lick their wounds, this explanation
became the driving force behind the ideology of the Lost Cause, which gained momentum during
Reconstruction. Davis’s reasons and explanation not only provided relief for his defeated
soldiers but lay the groundwork for a new interpretation of Confederate history, which attempts
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to erase the truth of the cruelty of slavery and the role slavery played in the outbreak of
the Civil War.
Whereas Reconstruction monuments lean on a combination of innocent and guilty
intentions, communal pride, and excess feeling, by the centennial of the end of the Civil War and
coinciding with the Civil Rights movement, which was gaining more power by the late 1940s,
white narcissism overpowers white pride. No longer able to hide behind mourning family
members, Confederate structures are built for no other purpose but to assert a will to power
meant to be passed along from generation to generation. The assertion of a will to power within
Confederate aesthetics is twofold, first, in the creation of the aesthetic itself and, second, through
governmental protection, the latter of which endows the structure with a perception of durability
rooted in language.

Who Is Free to Speak?

If Confederate structures are considered acts of free speech, the notion of governmental
protection that surrounds free speech complicates the issue further as freedom is awarded to the
person or group who has permission to insert their voice first. Whoever inserts their voice first is
usually comfortable doing so because they have the support of a larger power structure,
institution, or network of followers. In the case of Confederate structures, freedom of speech has
historically been awarded to the white monument-makers. They are awarded the freedom to call
the structure a monument or memorial, or both. They are also aware that by exercising their
freedom of speech they are choosing the designation that will ensure the continued protection of
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the structure. Freedom of speech is exercised not only in written and verbal language, but in
visual language with aesthetic choices and location of installation. It has only been since the
1990’s (as exhibited with the case of Silent Sam) and later, that the freedom of speech opposing
problematic Confederate structures has been entertained, albeit loosely, until widespread
condemnation beginning in 2020 (unfolding as this writing is in progress).
Today there continues to be limitations on what can and cannot be said, how oppositional
force is exerted, and how opposition is treated. Oppositional voices are growing louder within
the anti-Confederate movement with the toppling of Silent Sam and numerous other monuments
by protestors. Likewise, the language surrounding the structures, and even the power of the word
monument, being challenged. Today, contemporary sculptors of public art are cautious, not
calling public structures to memory monuments, but instead, memorials. Artists, such as Hank
Willis Thomas, go so far to challenge the word monument and the role it plays in public
discourse. His temporal construction All Power to All People monumentalizes an everyday
object representing an otherwise mundane beauty tool used on Black hair (see fig. 32)

Fig. 32. Weinik, Steve. All Power to All People by Hank Willis Thomas. Mural Arts
Philadelphia, Monument Lab, 2017, www.muralarts.org/artworks/monumentlab/all-power-toall-people/. Accessed May 17, 2021.
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In episode 001 of Monument Lab’s public art and history podcast hosted by artistic
director Paul Farber, Thomas discusses his sculpture as being in conversation with monuments
and how the word monument in this sense relates to both scale and content. Inspired by Claes
Oldenberg’s mundane objects, Thomas recalls his physically painful relationship to the Afro pick
used on him by his beautician grandmother. Adorned with a fist symbolizing Black Power during
the Civil Rights movement, he says that the Afro pick, for him, was a “potent aspect of African
American domestic life…I was excited to kind of combine my personal family history with the
political history of the city through putting that sculpture there” (Thomas 00:07:02-23). Putting
that sculpture there is a potent phrase that is a reminder of how Thomas has approached the
installation of public pieces.
Thomas says working with and against power-granting institutions presents its own
challenges and satisfactions. When artistic intervention is a guerilla project, the structure can be
removed at any moment. Working through proper channels, where permission is granted and
authority is given, sanctions the art to the point where it can only be removed through the
intervention of a lawyer. All Power to All People was always meant to be temporary in that
particular public place but is referred to in subsequent writings as monumental in size while also
being a temporary monument
As Thomas explains the satisfaction of having an installation approved for public space,
it is important to recognize how Monument Lab and Thomas are working to reclaim the word
monument from being an imposing power structure to being a punctuation mark that reminds and
invites discussion. Thomas’s piece does not incite fear on a grand scale but is a personalized
childlike remembrance of the poking and prodding of his scalp with metal teeth, which one could
argue is an incitement of a different kind of fear. The word monument attached to Thomas’s
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piece serves as a reminder of an important object, potentially a fear for the loss of identity, a
reminder of childhood, or a reminder of the power inherent in the identity of the audience. Or it
could just be a public polemic that challenges the Western tradition of monument-making and
the history of aesthetic tropes. Naming the sculpture a monument allows Thomas, and other
artists working in monumental scale or monumental tradition, to exercise their freedom of
speech. They are doing this through their use of the word monument in conversations and
published interviews, but also conceptually.
All Power to All People was placed in close proximity to the Frank L. Rizzo Monument
created in 1998 by artist Zenos Frudakis to honor former Philadelphia mayor Frank Rizzo. (see
fig. 33).

Fig. 33. Frudakis, Zeno. Frank Rizzo Monument. Photo by Matt Rourke. Seattle Times, AP, 16
Aug. 2017, www.seattletimes.com/nation-world/philadelphia-mayor-time-to-discuss-future-ofrizzo-statue/. Accessed May 17, 2021.
Although Thomas does not say his Afro pick is speaking directly to Frudakis’s Rizzo,
Thomas’s clenched fist seems to respond to Rizzo’s raised hand. The juxtaposition of the two
structures is made even more powerful when considering Rizzo’s well-documented campaign of
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racial violence as a police officer and politician in Philadelphia from 1968-1980. His sculpture
was so divisive it was removed in 2020 after repeated interventions.
Contemporary sculptors are mindful of language, oftentimes using the word memorial for
a structure that in years past would have been classified a monument. They pay attention to the
relationship between the audience and structure, the power the structure wields over the
audience, as well as the physical and ideological perspective. Even so, structures classified as
monuments are power structures. Today’s artist can choose to subvert the power structure
through content, scale, language, and method of installation, whereas Confederate monuments
are non-negotiable and lack imaginative play. They were commissioned by a political body in
order to uphold an existing power structure. By identifying the motivations behind humans’ will
to power, and how it manifests in public art, a map can be presented for artists to take the
initiative to diverge off course like Thomas, reconceptualizing what a monument is. Likewise, a
map can be presented for institutions commissioning works of public art as monuments to gain a
better understanding of the connotations of the word and how it can be subverted or exploited.
The choice to subvert or exploit ultimately is in the hands of human will.

Psychology of Power

Nietzsche spent his life developing a psychological, biological and metaphysical
understanding of human beings’ will to power. Inspired by Arthur Schopenhauer, who uses the
word will as a verb, Nietzsche extends Schopenhauer’s notion of human will beyond the will to
live, meaning, we desire more than just a will to live, we are ingrained with a will to power on
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the cellular level. The will to power is a deeply imbedded, incoherent force within each of us.
We do not exert power to stay alive, as he argues with Charles Darwin’s theory; instead, we
exert power in order to master another, ourselves, or our environment. In his early writing The
Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche toys with the idea of will without calling it as much. It surfaces as
the Dionysian impulse, which is rooted in debauchery and the drive to indulge, that is a counterweight to the Apollonian hero, who prefers feelings such as “happiness” and “goodness.”
Dionysus is the devil on our shoulder, whispering for us to relent, where Apollo is the angel
telling us to be magnanimous. Like Schopenhauer, Nietzsche situates the origin of will in a
sexual and drunken fever. Whereas Schopenhauer asserts suffering is a result of will from which
humans seek reprieve and identifies art as being the salve that will soothe our pain, Nietzsche
sees human will as aggressive, irrational, and necessary. Both understandings of human’s will
can be found within Confederate monument construction.
For Nietzsche, the Dionysian will is essential to Greek tragedy. Without it there is no
Aristotelian catharsis; we cannot purge our pain. When Nietzsche asserts that Greek tragedy dies
after Socrates, and the Dionysian will suppressed for the purpose of elevating heroes and
reaching eudaimonia, or the satisfaction achieved by being noble, we are left with a false sense
of security. The unrealistic view of humanity, the shrouded truth, the virtue of which the
Apollonian strives to attain in order to reach eudaimonia, is a well-constructed fallacy. As
Nietzsche questions, how many possessions has the Apollonian renounced in order to stay above
the others who lack truth? Truths have been tossed overboard in order to stay afloat. If
eudaimonia is the epitome of living a virtuous life, who is the judge of what is virtuous? Who
determines the most important truths, the truths that bring us to a virtuous existence?
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Slavery, the will for one human to exert power over another human being, has existed as
long as human beings. Ancient civilizations worked to abolish slavery, or debt bondage,
beginning all the way back in Ancient times. In modern times, specifically in the late 1700s,
individual provinces in the U.S. (prior to them being considered states), were beginning to move
towards the total abolition of slavery. Within Confederate aesthetics, the intoxication of a yet
another culture drunk on economic power is evident via the erasure of not merely identity, but of
personhood symbolized therein. The New World was modernizing, and slavery was not going to
be part of modernization. Men who enjoyed exercising power over men, women, and children,
men who enjoyed tremendous economic enrichment on the shoulders of forced labor, felt their
power slipping. Part of the notion of freedom they enjoyed, making money without parameters
that put a boundary on their wealth, was in danger of disappearing. Confederate resentment
charges the Union with the same offenses, calling capitalism the labor that keeps one in bondage.
For a man as head of the household during those times, it is a scary prospect to lose his
home, land, wealth, and all the social and political benefits his possessions afford. He does not
recognize that he has already stripped these things from the people he purchased on auction
blocks because he does not see the enslaved as people, and if he does, it is because he relishes in
his power to exact his control in service of a belief system predicated on a notion of an
underlying rightfulness or natural order justifying such exploitation. He is the quintessential
modern man invested in self-interest and preservation, but in danger of being left behind during
modernization.
While the rest of the country is interested in technological advancement, he is a
participant in production without invention. He foolishly thinks he will secede and bring with
him the power of European countries in his fight against President Lincoln; however, Europe has
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already recognized slavery as being inhumane and refuses to join the Confederate cause. The
inhumaneness of slavery was a point of contention when artists were commissioned to approach
the subject in their practice, because art was recognized as being a powerful influencer and
needed to be treated delicately in order to send the intended message.
As Kirk Savage illustrates in Standing Soldiers, Kneeling Slaves, the enslaved were
typically depicted in shackles or appearing lazy if they appeared in art prior to the abolition of
slavery. Confederates exercised their will to power in violence against the Black body fueling the
fire for the emotionally invested abolitionists. With visuals depicting intentional cruelty towards
another human being in an effort to illustrate an exertion of power, the case for abolishing
slavery was gaining strength. Abolitionist artists such as John Rogers created works depicting the
cruelty of slavery, such as his piece Slave Auction, marking what has been expressed by the
formerly enslaved as one of the hardest and most anxiety-inducing events of being enslaved (see
fig. 34).

Fig. 34. Rogers, John. Slave Auction in plaster 1859. New York Historical Society and Library,
Jaya Saxena, 13 Dec. 2012, behindthescenes.nyhistory.org/john-rogers-christmas/. Accessed
May 18, 2021.
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Rogers’s sculpture depicts a Black family the moment before they are separated and sold,
their fate dictated by the white auctioneer in the center. Rogers’s desire to humanize the Black
family launched his career in New York City, where the abolitionist movement was gaining
strength. However, also notable is the white auctioneer who is clearly exerting his power from
the auction block that looks as though it could double as a pulpit. The Confederate auctioneer is
in fact playing God with the fate of the Black family and is rightfully cast as a villain.
Nietzsche explores the phenomenon of power in The Gay Science, specifically Aphorism
13, as he probes what he calls the “doctrine of the feeling of power” (Nietzsche 38). In the
continued development of his theory of the will to power, he describes the dynamics of power as
being exercised by either benefitting or hurting others. Confederates were in the business of
hurting others, but prior to the outbreak of the Civil War, their artistic expression shifted in an
effort to demonstrate how their abuse benefitted others. Savage shares with us stories of other
abolitionist artists appealing to Confederate leaders through art, such as
Henry Kirke Bush-Brown, whose pediment on the South Carolina Statehouse Savage considers
to be the first work of U.S. art that depicts slavery as an important component of the census
communis (see fig. 35)

Fig. 35. Bush-Brown, Henry Kirke. Plaster for the pediment, now destroyed, of the South
Carolina Statehouse from the Library of Congress. Historic Columbia, 2021,
www.historiccolumbia.org/tour-locations/1200-gervais-street-3. Accessed May 18, 2021.

107
Bush-Brown was not interested in depicting the figures reminiscent of Greek gods and
the enslaved but challenged the Confederate politicians to allow him to represent slavery the way
in which the Confederates spoke about it, which was that slavery was an important and
fundamental part of social order. As Savage explains, if their argument was that slavery was a
“positive good,” according to South Carolina’s John C. Calhoun, why not depict it as such
artistically and publicly? “What was utterable in public rhetoric inside government buildings
should be utterable in public sculpture on government buildings” (Savage 41).
Savage also states that Bush-Brown’s depiction of slavery “as a productive system central
to the socioeconomic structure of civilization, has no obvious parallels to earlier representational
traditions” (Savage 41). Bush-Brown’s piece usurped the narrative of the enslaved as child-like
and dependent, and dealt an unsuspecting blow to the Confederacy by revealing its
contradictions. Micro-narratives inserted by abolitionist artists, using their art to sway public
opinion and humanize the enslaved, chipped away at the foundation of the Confederacy until its
eventual collapse.
After slavery is abolished, the Confederacy is in ruins. The power structure is defeated
and is scrambling to salvage what is left. What happens next, during Reconstruction, is an
expression of desperation. Ruminating in the pain of the loss of loved ones while scraping
together modes of power, monument construction begins, because, according to Nietzsche:
Here, at this moment of supreme danger for the will, art approaches as a saving sorceress
with the power to heal. Art alone can re-direct those repulsive thoughts about the terrible
or absurd nature of existence into representations with which man can live; these
representations are the sublime, whereby the terrible is tamed by artistic means, and the
comical, whereby disgust at absurdity is discharged by artistic means (Nietzsche 40).
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What has taken place in the eyes of the Confederacy is nothing short of a Greek tragedy, a
narrative that still reverberates throughout the country to a greater or lesser degree in specific
areas; indeed, the fallacy that the Civil War was not about slavery resides in swathes of
communities across the North and South. The truth is that the Civil War was about economics
and slavery, both; they went hand-in-hand. Furthermore, the internet has allowed a one-sided
narrative to spread beyond the geographical boundaries that once defined the ideology. The end
of the Civil War marked a monumental moment, providing an opportunity for an atonement that
never took place.
Instead, resistant sculptures bloomed, presumably unchanging and immovable no matter
the force. As passive forms of resistance against the freshly reunited U.S., the mourning
Confederate is active in tandem with the sculpture called a monument. Afforded the same rights
and protections as the Union in mourning over the loss of their soldiers, the Confederacy
constructs their truths. They embark on a campaign to relay history from a singular perspective
in public fashion. As French philosopher Guiles Deleuze points out about monument-making:
A monument is not the commemoration, or the celebration, of something that has
happened; instead it confides to the ear of the future the persistent sensations embodying
an event: the constantly renewed suffering of men and women, their re-created
protestations, their constantly resumed struggle (Rancière 170).
Deleuze’s words synthesizes Alois Riegl’s definition of a monument as a man-made structure
upon which we impose significance with Nietzsche’s notion of excess feeling born from
economic and emotional defeat. A Confederate monument is meant to impose pain upon the
audience in order to make the loss palpable to future generations. Thus, the power imposed by
the Confederate monument can be traced to the rise of resentment within the Confederate man.
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The Confederacy and neo-Confederate movements seem to suffer collective Post Traumatic
Stress Disorder lashing out whenever they feel threatened. Mired by extreme fear of death of
their ideology, death of power, and death of racial purity, Confederate aesthetics trap loyalists on
a loop of excess feeling that excites feelings of injustice while pushing them to charge the hill
towards victory. Their emotions are stirred as they chant “the South will rise again!”
The purpose of Confederate art to soothe is lost, its divisiveness is embraced, and, as
Nietzsche says, this excess feeling is exactly what can be expected from what he calls a bird of
prey, or the human whose nature it is to attack the vulnerable. As humans we are designed to
nourish and satisfy ourselves to protect our mortality. But he asserts that real power is not in the
exertion, but the harnessing of power, in other words, controlling our will to power. The South
did not lose graciously. Instead, resentment simmered, waiting for opportunities to strike.
Nietzsche explains that resentment thrives best in secret among anarchists and anti-Semites; its
drive is to exact revenge, with the resentful being reactionary (Nietzsche Genealogy of Morality
48).
The reactionary human places false interpretations and prejudices upon the object of their
attention. A recounting of U.S. history shows consistent patterns where reactionary emotions are
meted out as punishment, and for hundreds of years the reactionary one was also the one who
enforced his notion of justice. Prior to the outbreak of the Civil War, white Southerners enjoyed
exercising power over their property, as resentment rose when the enslaved became bolder in
their escapes. The Fugitive Slave Act (1850) was a way for the reactionary to exact revenge for
perceived injustices, but it was far more sinister still, for it allowed the hunting of Black people.
Birds of prey descended upon the escaped, while rallying around a shared lust for blood.
Laws protecting escapees would have subverted power (even if in writing only at the time), but
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even those limited laws would not appear until after the outset of the Civil War. Furthermore,
prior to the Civil War the South had already formed one of the earliest iterations of the U.S.
police force in the form of Slave Patrols. Southerners, both wealthy and impoverished whites,
were required to serve on Slave Patrols that monitored the activities of the enslaved, looking for
dissenters and relishing in doling out violent punishments.
The legalization of state-sponsored pursuits drew the ire of abolitionists, including
Harriet Beecher Stowe. Mourning the loss of her own son allowed her to connect deeply with
enslaved mothers who lost children to slave traders and death. In response, she wrote Uncle
Tom’s Cabin or Life Among the Lowly, finishing it in 1852. Within its first year, it sold three
hundred thousand copies in the U.S. In Europe it sold over one million copies, was quickly
translated into several languages and received predominantly positive reviews. As the European
audience pondered how a young unstable country was going to handle their increasingly
outdated practice of enslaving human beings, areas of the American South banned Stowe’s book
due to the discomfort it caused. Through the book, the enslaved became human and relatable,
smashing the myths created by biological arguments supporting white superiority. Black people
did feel pain and hardship, just as deeply as white people.
The overwhelming success of Stowe’s book spawned numerous titles in what is referred
to as the anti-Tom, or pro-slavery literature genre, including: The Planter’s Northern Bride, Aunt
Phyllis’s Cabin, and The Lofty and the Lowly. Pro-slavery literature portrayed mutual respect
between masters and slaves and perpetuated the myth of the misery of free Blacks and capitalist
whites in the North. Meant to quiet abolitionists and preserve the plantation way of life, antiTom literature sought to present slavery as beneficial to the slaves who otherwise could not take
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care of themselves. The genre never came close to experiencing the same success as Stowe’s
publication, and popularity of anti-Tom literature dissipated at the outset of the Civil War.
Stowe was credited by some historians as helping Abraham Lincoln win the Presidential
election in 1860. Reportedly, upon meeting her, Lincoln stated that he was pleased to finally
meet the woman who wrote the book that started the war. By contrast, other historians argue that
it is naïve to believe a tiny work of literature could have had such an enormous impact on public
opinion. What can be recognized is that Uncle Tom’s Cabin, a monumental work of art, was
translated in German in 1853, during its first twelve months of publication, and during some
point of his professional career, Nietzsche took notice of Stowe.
The relationship between Nietzsche and his philosophy deserves to be examined
contextually, and cross-culturally, as he is nineteen years old during the height of the Civil War
and writing his thesis on Theognis of Megara. He is already testing the reception of an
aristocratic view of racism, segregation, and forced labor that dates back to Ancient Greece.
Nietzsche himself would encourage the debate between the philosopher and his own philosophy,
which is why a conversation on his theory of man’s will to power is both exhilarating and
frustrating at the same time. My application of Nietzsche’s most popular and misread theory is
not to provide a determinate interpretation, nor is it to decide what portions of his writing should
be considered metaphorical as opposed to literal, rather it is to demonstrate how his theory of
man’s will is fully realized through the creation and preservation of Confederate structures. In
doing so, the power of art to, indeed, sway public opinion becomes evident.
Contemporary media’s identified, and possibly self-appointed, spokesman for the
Alternative Right Movement (at one time undergoing a rebranding as the Affirmative Right
Movement), Richard Spencer, says about his indoctrination, “you could say I was red-pilled by
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Nietzsche” (Spencer). Referencing 1999 science fiction fantasy The Matrix, by Lilly and Lana
Wachowski, the term “red-pilled” has been adopted by the radical right to denote the moment
when dark truth is revealed. Spencer, assumed by many to have stepped into the position rejected
by Derek Black, is falling in step with the neo-Confederate mission to insert their voice in
academic circles by adopting the same theorists and language. Unfortunately, Nietzsche’s
writing allows for an easy transition from theory to propaganda if misused or misunderstood. He
foreshadows the misappropriation of his words and ideas in Ecce Homo by saying that he knows
he will be misconstrued as racist and anti-Semitic. He says that this is not an accurate reading of
his work, yet his notes were edited and published as Nachlass (The Will to Power) by his antiSemitic sister and is used by today’s neo-Confederates to support their ideology.
Even if academics wish to protect Nietzsche from appropriation by the neo-Confederate
ideology he rejected throughout his career, neo-Confederates will not relinquish him. Likewise,
he has not made it easy for philosophers to defend him unequivocally. As a polemicist, to
inflame the audience is part of his goal. However, even if those specializing in his philosophy
explain his views of Judaism as being more forgiving than his views of Christianity, it becomes
even more challenging when attempting to defend his views of Africans. Was Nietzsche racist?
Professor of Philosophy, and author of several books on Nietzsche, Paul van Tonegren, claims
that because Nietzsche does not use the term race in the same modern manner that it has come to
be understood today, the reader cannot assume he is adopting racist positions.
Feminist Professor of Philosophy Dr. Naomi Zack is not as forgiving of Nietzsche. She
acknowledges that, at times, he is using the master/slave dialectic as a metaphor for mastery over
self, while other times, she claims he is overtly racist. In On the Genealogy of Morality he
presents the “negro” as the “primeval man” who is capable of withstanding pain not tolerated by
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the “European with the stoutest constitution to distraction” (Nietzsche 44). Nietzsche continues
by saying that the capacity to withstand pain decreases with the increase of socio-economic
status. His argument may not be rooted in biology per se, thus separating him from Nazism, but
Zack accuses him of not challenging cultural racism and segregation. His commentary on
suffering, on its own, is enough to align him with the historical understanding of race shared by
Confederates falsely asserting biological difference as justification. However, it is his dismissal
of “Mistress Stowe” in his Nachlass publication that serves as the bridge between Nietzsche’s
philosophy and the Civil War, which had already ended by the time his notes were edited and
released. Although Nietzsche did not intend to publish Nachlass, and many writers would be
horrified at the thought of a family member going through personal notes in order to publish
them, his alleged notes on Stowe are no different than what he had been saying about
Christianity all along. He denounces Stowe as a delusional follower of Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s
deceitful gospel that preaches instinctive goodness and equality.
Whereas Uncle Tom is a monumental work of literature that, at the very least, encouraged
empathy and compassion for the enslaved, it is predicated on a Christian notion of good and evil.
In the same way Confederate structures construct a notion of goodness, where goodness negates
depression and spins a sugary fallacy that aids in the Lost Cause mentality, it also constructs
monumental history; Nietzsche explains its subscribers weave an honest lie or a dishonest lie,
which is to say, a double lie: first, that the color of someone’s skin dictates superiority (honest
lie), and second, that the Lost Cause is an accurate narration of events (dishonest lie). The honest
lie requires an admittance of wrongdoing, of not being “good” and possessing “bad” qualities. It
refers to the person willing to present their inner darkness unapologetically. It presents an honest
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depiction of the views the person represents. Neo-Confederates would be considered honest liars.
They subscribe to harmful lies, and yet are unrepentant about their adherence to the lies.
The liars that are problematic, according to Nietzsche, are the dishonest liars. The Lost
Causer who is constructing monuments representing goodness, inspired by what they consider to
be good intentions, while ignoring the fallacy and fallibility of man. The human who calls
themselves good, the good Christian, the good husband and family man, the good wife that
stands by his side, the good patriot, constructs the monument out of a perception of goodness.
Nietzsche questions whether or not the dishonest liar is really good, and would they be good if
religion did not tell them how to be good. The monument becomes a Christian morality enforcer,
a form of deterrence and punishment. It is permanent and highly dramatic, and fluid in its
expectation. The fluidity of expectation, or the changing purpose and intention of the structure, is
inserted as interpretation. Nietzsche defines the fluidity of interpretation as historical method,
which is why he accuses the historical man, the man who romanticizes antiquarian history, as
thinking unhistorically; in other words, adhering strictly to tradition while neglecting the fluid
interpretation of historical events. The monument pushes for the aesthetic ideal while shouting
“more pain! more pain!” keeping the trauma alive while conjuring raw emotion. The monument
is therefore a weapon, used to impose and exert power, and punish those who do not adhere to its
ideology.
To revisit Julian Carr, there is no doubt Silent Sam was, on the one hand, to serve as a
memorial to the fallen UNC student body, and yet Carr’s speech reveals an honest lie while he
describes the pleasurable activity of whipping a Black woman, which brings us back to the
question of whether we would classify Silent Sam as either a deliberate or an unintentional
monument. The magnitude of the loss of life at UNC, and within the Confederacy in general, is
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something that continues to emerge as new data is gathered, and yet racism is interwoven as part
of a formal dedication that privileges the loss of one American life over the loss and violence
perpetrated against another. Likewise, the physical removal by protestors of Silent Sam also
marks a monumental moment. Controversy or not, Nietzsche’s psychological profile of the
innocent and guilty, good and evil, master and slave, is exemplified in Stowe’s writing which
itself has become controversial over the years for the same criticisms Nietzsche speaks of in the
Genealogy of Morality.
From its conceptual development from The Birth of Tragedy, his theory of master/slave
morality reads as a psychological profile of Stowe’s characters in Uncle Tom. Where
abolitionists were incensed by the book, Nietzsche (regardless of having read the book or not)
provides an explanation of the fatal flaws in Uncle Tom’s narrative, the same flaws the neoConfederates use to scoff at the notion of truth and reality, and the same flaws identified during
the Black Power movement when Uncle Tom was re-asserted as a derogatory term. The
monumental work of Stowe, I believe, is therefore a pertinent metaphor for the application of
Nietzsche’s master/slave morality, meaning Stowe’s white characters (masters) serve as a way to
question good versus evil, while Stowe’s Black characters (slaves) serve as a way to question
good intention versus evil intention. Whereas master morality values pride and power, slave
morality values empathy and compassion.
What can be deduced is that where Stowe creates a dramatic, and at times romanticized,
version of slavery, a version where good and evil masters exist, her Uncle Tom is no longer seen
as a realistic depiction of a slave. Stowe’s story may have been enough to gain sympathy for the
abolitionist movement, but it does not stand the test of time in regarding its depiction of human
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nature, specifically that of resentment because it prescribes Christianity as a simplified solution
to Nietzsche’s slave morality.
Inspired by the true-to-life narrative of enslaved Josiah Hensen, Uncle Tom is a Godloving man with unshakable Christian morals. His story begins in kindness and love under the
care of his master until Uncle Tom is “sold down the river,” meaning down the Mississippi
River, where a violent fate awaits him further South. His faith, love, and morals are unflappable
as he accepts his fate and attempts to share his Christianity with each household and each master.
At one-point Uncle Tom offers to sacrifice his freedom until his new master finds God and
morality. He calls his master “good,” as though in the context of slave ownership masters could
be either good or evil. Good implies a moral man who treats his human property with
complacency rather than disdain, like a pet that is allowed to be part of the family rather than
merely functioning as protection.
This is how the neo-Confederate justifies the nobility of the Confederate structures and
the nobility for which they are perceived to stand for, because of the unrelenting pursuit of
protecting what is in their own best interests. To them, it made no difference, and still makes no
difference, whose interests are oppressed. And yet Uncle Tom, to the irritation of many, exhibits
voluntary humility, as though he has a choice and humility has not already been forced upon
him. In his attempts to subvert the power structure, where the weak in this context utilize
Christian principles to construct an understanding of good and evil intention, he becomes the
Christian martyr who is willing to die as a result of holding fast to being good. In Stowe’s book,
the enslaved Uncle Tom wins over the violence of his murderer because Uncle Tom’s death
preserves the ideology of an unwavering Christian love for God. Uncle Tom, in essence,
becomes Christ-like.
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Stowe, as the author, is the creator of slave morality in the context of the book. She is
moving the needle from master morality to slave morality, which, as Nietzsche explains, does
not award the enslaved any real power. Moments where the enslaved exhibit resentment, they are
punished for their lack of humility not only by the fictitious master, but by Stowe herself. The
weak do not overpower the strong in the story, the enslaved do not win over the masters. The
slave morality, as Nietzsche says, is what is simply accepted as “morality.” Rather than justify
slave morality, as Stowe does, Nietzsche says slave morality is about adhering to rules out of fear
of being shunned. In Uncle Tom’s case, heaven is the one place where he could not fathom the
idea of being shunned, it is his reprieve from a damned life. Nietzsche asserts, and Stowe’s
Uncle Tom supports, that the motivation to behave morally is based on social pressures and
social solidarity. It is not until the Black Power movement in the 1960s that the pre-Civil War
narrative of the enslaved Black Christian lacking resentment to adopt the oppressor’s religion
gains enough traction to be challenged.
Nevertheless, what happened after Stowe’s publication was a monumental paradigm shift
that excited the abolitionists and non-slave holding states. Resentment was breeding and slave
morality did, in fact, win over master morality. Although this was not reflected immediately (or
even a century later) through written law or legally granted rights, it was a very real pain felt
throughout the Confederacy. The Confederate loyalists became the newly enslaved of the North,
metaphorically, through their loss of strength and power. And they certainly were not going to be
forced into a position of humility. The new morals were written by the new masters, who were
not the newly freed Blacks, but white Northerners. Thus began the era of Confederate monument
construction in name and ideology. They are structures born of resentment that keep watch over
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communities, exerting their morals of good and evil, that are no longer relevant to a
contemporary understanding of good and evil.
Today it must be asked, if the neo-Confederate movement hides behind Christianity,
which many groups claim to, under what moral code is it operating? In his blog post Walking
Away from a Broken Brand, white supremacist Colin Liddell says of morality:
This is a potent weapon that many in the Alt-Right have foolishly neglected. At its most
basic level, morality is simply the ability to reassure those who are not your immediate
target or enemy that they won't be attacked, so that they don't attack you. However, since
November 2016, the Alt-Right has excelled at picking new battles it couldn't win, while
failing to finish those it has started, and then, to top it all off, picking several fights with
itself (Liddell).
As long as Liddell defines morality as a weapon, the neo-Confederate movement is on the
defense, positioned in a place of fear of being attacked. They do not exhibit master morality and
their power is limited. It is unclear, and doubtful, whether their morality is based on identifying
what is good and evil rather than what is in line with Confederate aesthetics and what is not.
Where Nietzsche is critical of a democratic society that empowers slave morality, neoConfederates are the newly enslaved. Not only enslaved by outdated ideology, but strict
adherence to antiquated history and continued idealization of monumental history that is
marching forward without them. They enslave themselves in the past.
Unfortunately, the moments where they successfully exert their power continue to be
through Confederate structures that serve as meeting places for solidarity of like-minded people.
As long as governments continue to use the language of Confederate culture, whether it is in
political speeches or by calling structures monuments, the structures will continue to be an open
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wound through which the neo-Confederate can poke their fingers in order to inflict pain and
suffering. The term monument allows neo-Confederates to believe they hold as much power as
the legally protected word implies. Moving forward for the remainder of this work I will no
longer use the word monument to reference Confederate structures, and I assert that the word is a
dangerous label to place on structures to racism.
In the art of monument-making, the creation of human-signified structures that exert
power over what they want to remind the audience, there is a discrepancy in how the term is used
in the U.S. Reclaiming the word is the first step to recontextualizing the art. By stripping implied
power from the Confederate sculpture, some, but not all, of its power over the audience can be
removed as well. The physical Confederate sculptures are expensive to extract, they gather dust
and create financial burden to store, and re-homing in a museum or private park is not
expeditious. Likewise, silencing them does not silence white supremacist ideology.
The interventions of artist-philosophers like Harriet Beecher-Stowe and Hank Willis
Thomas, artists who understand how power structures work and the interventions that need to
take place in order to disrupt power, have the capability to reveal the fractures in white
supremacist ideology. If the word monument is removed from the Confederate structure, it
removes them from being above reproach and a transformative conversation can at last begin.
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“Our memory is a more perfect world than the universe: it gives back life to those who no longer
exist” (de Maupassant).

Chapter Two: Memorials as Memories

The word monument swells with power to remind the audience what could be lost and the word
memorial is meant to humble the audience to reflect on what has already been lost. The
monument, I argue, is therefore about exteriority where the memorial is about interiority.
Nietzsche’s polemic regarding abuses of monumental and antiquarian history can be used to
clear the path for an inquiry into abuses of natural memory. Because the words monument and
memorial are used interchangeably in the media and historical texts in their descriptions of
Confederate structures, the two words need to be untangled in order to challenge contemporary
notions of power and memory. Clarifying the way in which the words are different will further
aid in contemporary interpretation while assisting future memorialization projects. Challenging
the word memorial with the same rigor that the word monument was challenged in Chapter One
will remove another layer of ideology from the Confederate sculpture so that it can be openly
and fairly interrogated by the audience.
For the purpose of this writing, natural memory refers to an individual’s ability to recall, and
relates to the Confederate structure’s role in memory recall. The process of memory transference
serves as a continuation of memory recall that moves further away from natural memory over
time. While monuments impose power, memorials participate in recall. Both need history and
historical activity for interpretation, but it is how they are placed together that narrows the
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dialectic between monumentalization and memorialization. The former exacts power; the latter
commits it to memory.
In his book Memory, History, and Forgetting, French phenomenologist Paul Ricœur, draws
upon Nietzsche’s philosophy of history as it runs parallel to, and intersects with, the activity
required for history and memory. Historians do history, they are engaged in the activity of
recalling history in the same way memory works as an activity of recall. According to Ricœur,
Ars memoriae, or the art of memory, relies on a combination of impressions, images, recall, and
invented ideas. History challenges memory, memory challenges history, and the two challenge
each other. History is recorded by the historian and is shaped by individual perspective and
memory. What is required for Confederate memorials is an application of historiography, or a
history of history, to serve as a synthesis of materials and sources gathered during the exercise of
memory, which allows for a critique of historical recordings. Historiography contains a
collection of written histories relying on collective perspectives that overlap and depart from one
another. Historiography, although not able to give a full and complete account of an historical
event, is in a better position to provide insight because of its distanced perspective.
Confederate memorials are historical, in that, whether built in the past or today, they
memorialize the past. While analyzing accounts from various sources to verify the accuracy of
historical memory historians transfer memory. In order to escape agendas and biases, the
historian must partake in historiographical methodology, even if it is to the detriment of their
own agenda and bias. Self-styled history aficionados, or hobbyist historians, may or may not
participate in historiography, even when scholarship exists that challenges their biases. Their
biases stay tucked away in a private library, subjected to circular interpretation that finds comfort
in tradition and loyalty to an idea.
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Public memorials to historical events and figures are one way in which private bias is made
public, as bias and agendas are moved from cemeteries to town squares and parks, placing
mourning into the political arena. Memorials to the dead are historical, and the application of
historiography reveals the ways in which memory is mourned, abused, or both. The abuse of
memory can be wielded by the individual and the collective, while the individual and collective
can also be the subjects of abuse. In this chapter, I will discuss who the subjects are by
establishing a tier system that denotes each subject’s proximity to the primordial critical event of
memory imprint, or kairos, and the ways in which memory is transferred between subjects.
A tier system, although hierarchical, is an extension and articulation of what
phenomenologist Janet Donohoe calls a palimpsest of memory, or a layering of memory upon
place where several memories are compressed. Rather than applying the notion of a palimpsest
to memory that is objective, I am applying it to subject relationships. Tiers are not different from
the palimpsest, but a methodology of formation that moves from recall of natural memory to
reliance on mnemonic device. Tiers are meant to articulate the possible layers in Donohoe’s
palimpsest to better understand the way in which memory is transferred individually,
collectively, and durationally both in the contemporary repetitive sense and generationally.
Donohoe uses place as an anchor point for memory because the movement of imprinted
memory to transference of memory that produces a new imprint is messy. The tier system I
propose, which includes Tiers One, Two, Three, and Four, should therefore not be considered
clean and concisely separated, but viewed as a temporary suspension of a layer for the purpose of
examination prior to overlapping the next layer. When stacked together, they can easily condense
themselves by collapsing at any time, becoming Donohoe’s palimpsest. The tiers of Confederate
memory and the notion of other/Other does not refer to the BIPOC (Black Indigenous People of
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Color) community in the context of the tier system, but refers to memory that constructs white
supremacist ideology and the other/Other within the white supremacist community itself. The
Tier system does not reflect the way in which the abuse inflicted by Confederate sculptures is
interiorized as memory within the BIPOC audience, but is an examination of the construction of
white supremacist ideology based on memory transference.
Tier One is the eyewitness. Tier Two is what philosopher Avishai Margalit calls the other, or
thick relationships of kinship. Tier Three is what he calls Other, or thin relationships with
strangers. Tier Four is the ideological machine that ingests the previous tiers and regurgitates
their memory transference as propaganda. The relationship of other and Other, applied to white
supremacy, interrogates their own internal understanding and interpretation of whiteness. The
other, with little “o,” is applied to direct bloodline or kindship, family relationships and close
friends. They are who Derek Black refers to in Rising Out of Hatred as the white supremacists
that need not be recruited because of loyalty and familial tradition.
Tier Three is the Other with a big “O,” who participate in white supremacy but purport to
share no kinship with white supremacists. They are who Derek Black refers to as the target of
recruitment because they do not acknowledge their racism, but are easily converted. Their racism
is polite and covert. Tier Three Others themselves from overt white supremacists, however, when
challenged their own racism becomes apparent. Slovenian philosopher Slavoj Zizek might say
that the Tier Three Other is an innocent participant because they do not know what they are
doing and yet they continue to do it. The Tier Two other would be what Zizek considers cynical
because they know exactly what they are doing and yet they do it anyway. Tier Four makes it
more and more difficult to excuse the Other as unaware of ideology because it encompasses all
forms of reproduction and technology, including the newer modes of reproduction via social
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media including Facebook, Twitter, Snapchat, TikTok, YouTube, and any other form of media
that is meant to attract the largest audience possible per post of an idea. While ideology has never
suffered due to lack of technology, recruitment of Third Tier, and transitioning them to Second
Tier white supremacists, is rapidly on the rise with correspondence and mobilization becoming
easier and faster.
The tiers in this context are inverted with the smallest tier on the bottom supporting the next
larger tier, like an upside-down cake. There are fusions and fissures, one tier collapses into
another, until the first tier, which is also the smallest, is absorbed by the fourth tier, or the largest
(see figs. 36 & 37).

Fourth Tier

Ideological Apparatus

Third Tier
Other

Second Tier

First Tier

other

Eyewitness

Fig. 36. Tier System of Memory Transference illustrated by Lisa M. Williamson
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Fig. 37. Donohoe’s Collapsed Palimpsest illustrated by Lisa M. Williamson

Unlike Donohoe, who is using specific place as point of departure, tiers begin with place then
float ambiguously, leaving memory vulnerable to abuse and weaponization. Tier One, or the
eyewitness, draws from Donohoe’s Remembering Places where she asserts that tradition and
place (loci) both play a role in the formation and transference of memory. Tiers Two and Three
draw from Donohoe’s commentary on Jacques Derrida’s criticism of the activity of mourning
that exposes the shortcomings of memorials because of their tendency towards reappropriation.
Tier Four is completely removed from Tier One, distancing the audience even further from the
original memory, relying only on the reproduction of memory. Tier Four is therefore not
concerned with memory and crosses over completely to ideology-only. Tier Four is the
institutionalization of Tiers One through Three.
Because memorials are structures of remembrance and commemoration, they are built for
those who are living and mourning the dead. Derrida’s notions of the presence of both possibility
and impossibility within the mourner acknowledges a fracture within the activity of mourning
that exposes it to the danger of appropriation for weaponization. This fracture takes place during
the transference of memory between tiers. The possibility of mourning gifts the dead with
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recognition through interiorization within the living. In other words, the dead live on in the living
and memory is shared between the living. The impossibility of mourning is that it is vulnerable to
narcissism where the living mourner recognizes the Other as Other and inaccessible because the
Other is deceased. While the use of the term Other denotes someone who is not me, and I use
Margalit’s definition of Other as a stranger within the tier system of white supremacy memory
transference, Derrida is referring to Other as the deceased. The stranger, in this instance, is Other
because they are life-less. According to Derrida, testimony to the life-less risks an absorption of
the life-less Other, or reappropriation of the life-less Other as “we” or “me” and is no longer
strictly about the dead. By the time memory is transferred to Tier Four, it is no longer “me” but a
collective and systemic “we.”
Derrida explains three ways in which mourning the dead is made impossible: first, by
reducing the Other to one’s personal memories of the Other rather than recognizing the
singularity of the Other, second, by placing concern back on the perceived loss felt by oneself,
and third, by dismissing the singularity of the Other through the commemoration of the plurality
of Others. The mourner, he argues, cannot separate themselves from the anxiety of their own
mortality, a mortality that is internally revisited with every personal loss of an Other.
Remembrance therefore becomes less about memory of the deceased Other, and more about the
memory of one’s feelings about the deceased Other and one’s own continuing existence.
Donohoe’s project works to recover the promise of memorials by reframing mourning in a
way that allows the memorial to engage with the living beyond its presupposition of
concreteness. Donohoe considers memorials to be failures as places for mourning for the same
reasons Derrida explains; however, she acknowledges that their failures may lead to new
opportunities of memorialization and mourning by providing the presence of the deceased Other
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for the purpose of collective commemoration. Derrida’s scrutiny is applicable to figurative
Confederate memorials, or any Confederate memorial that fails to include the names of the
deceased, where the ethos of military culture places the value of the collective above the
individual. Further shortcomings of the Confederate memorials reinforce that their collective is
not a representation of the public when they are placed in public. The placement of military
memorials in public are meant to place military sacrifice into public consciousness, so that the
public is moved to gratitude.
Donohoe applies Derrida’s failure of mourning to military memorials that remove the
personalized aspect of life and death as unique to each person, omitting details that would
differentiate each soldier’s life. To Donohoe’s point, military memorials tend to not be especially
unique, however, I counter that it is their ordinariness that make them successful military
memorials for a collective that stands together in unity. It is precisely the memorial’s lack of
uniqueness, explored further in this chapter, that leaves them open to weaponization and subject
to abuse.

Making a Memory

Before exploring the tier-system and the ways in which memory is transferred and abused,
there are already newer memorials struggling with the same questions around memorialization.
Some are more successful than others, and public perception and interpretation play a role in the
formation of a memorial. In order for memory to manifest in visual form, the memory-maker
must identify the timing of the composition, who their audience is, and how the audience will
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interpret the work. The memory-maker need not be an eyewitness or experience a traumatic
event themselves, but are tasked with mediating the presentation of a memory for the public.
Pulling all elements together is more challenging than one might expect when considering the
way in which a public memorial withstands the test of time. Donohoe argues, and it is apparent
at least in U.S. culture, that there is a rush to memorialize without the added perspective of
distance afforded by time. Time would allow for pause to mourn without expediting the audience
through discomfort in order to assuage a fear of forgetting. Rushing to respond leaves mourning
vulnerable to politicization.
An example Donohoe gives is how quickly the construction of the National September 11

th

Memorial: Reflecting Absence, and adjoining Museum, took place after the terrorist attack in the
U.S (see fig. 38).

Fig. 38. Arad, Michael and Peter Walker. Reflecting Absence photograph courtesy of Michael
Arad and Peter Walker. Artnet, Sarah Cascone, 30 Mar 2018, news.artnet.com/art-world/newyork-stations-cross-art
1256954?utm_content=from_facebook&utm_source=Sailthru&utm_medium=email&utm_camp
aign=Afternoon%20Newsletter%203.30&utm_term=New%20US%20Newsletter%20List%20%
2830%20Day%20Engaged%20Only%29. Accessed May 19, 2021.
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Technology made it possible to witness the second plane flying into the second tower in realtime, thus cementing a collectively felt event. “Honk if 9/11 Made You Stronger” was written on
posters held on street corners in locations more than a day’s drive from New York City. It was
clear within less than twenty-four hours that the events that transpired were moving rapidly from
mourning to a collective rallying cry of unity which included participants who were physically
distanced from the attacks on September 11, 2001. An international competition to design a
memorial at Ground Zero officially commenced on April 28, 2003, less than two years after the
national tragedy, and was dedicated on September 11, 2011. In addition to the primary
construction at Ground Zero, more than one thousand pieces of steel from the fallen World Trade
Center were dispersed to communities across the world so that they may create their own
memorials (see fig. 39).

Fig. 39. Arnold, Susan. Ribbon of Souls, the 9/11 Memorial in Lake Charles, Louisiana. Photo by
Marilyn Boudreaux, Active Rain, 9 Sep 2011, activerain.com/blogsview/2499669/reflections-of9-11-and-the-memorial-in--lake-charles--la-. Accessed May 19, 2021.
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Although considered to be a controversial position outside of Western understanding of the
events that transpired on September 11 , many believe the attacks were in response to U.S.
th

economic reach in the Middle East. The National September 11 Memorial is not called a
th

monument, because to do so would shift its purpose as a place of mourning to be a reminder of
U.S. economic and political power. The main memorial and micro-memorials are to others and
Others, which is why they have been adopted so quickly at Ground Zero in addition to over
fifteen hundred more locations across the world.
Margalit explains the difference between other and Other in The Ethics of Memory. The first
other relates to what he calls thick relations, meaning family or friends, but also kinship. One of
the micro-memorials that utilizes World Trade Center steel has been placed in front of a fire
station in Dublin, Ohio (see fig. 40).

Fig. 40. 9/11 Memorial in the front of the Washington Township Fire Station in Dublin, Ohio.
Washington Township, 2021, wtwp.com/fire-ems/fire-stations/station-93/911-memorial-2/.
Acessed May 19, 2021.

This memorial is to the other, in that it is a symbol that serves as a touchstone for the
firefighters, a point of connectivity to the kinship between those who risk their lives and those
who have perished as a result of risking their lives. The second Other refers to what Margalit
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calls thin relations, meaning no relation, they are strangers. The National September 11

th

Memorial recognizes the Other and other, for example, Italians holding dual Italian and
American citizenship. The U.S. memorializes thick kinship in citizenship as the tragedy allows
Italian victims to be regarded as other, or one of us (by immigration or birth). However, as
criticized by some Italians, the National September 11th Memorial serves as generalized
recognition of Italian lives and accuses the memorial of memorializing them as Other, or
strangers, due to a perceived neglect of personalization of Italian victims. While individual
names are etched in the memorial, the Italian government has had a difficult time verifying the
number of deaths of their citizens due to conflicting data reporting on citizenship. In the U.S.
rush to inclusively memorialize, the Other is not considered and remains nameless and
unacknowledged in the National September 11th Memorial. Instead, a micro-memorial
incorporating World Trade Center steel has been installed in Luce, Italy, to establish a place of
mourning that symbolically brings Italian victims back to Italian soil (see fig. 41).

Fig. 41. Libeskind, Daniel. Memoria e Luce, 9/11 Memorial in Luce, Italy. Architects, Engineers,
and Contractors Café, Sumit Singhal, 1 May 2012, www10.aeccafe.com/blogs/archshowcase/2012/05/01/memoria-e-luce-911-memorial-in-padua-italy-by-studio-daniel-libeskind/.
Accessed May 19, 2021.
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The installation of the micro-memorial in Italy welcomed home Italian casualties as other,
sharing kinship, rather than Other, or what was considered the less personalized version of
memorialization across the ocean in the U.S. The rush to memorialize after the terrorist attack
meant not all countries had finished taking a proper accounting of their citizen victims until years
later, if they were able to at all, which also meant the memorialization of Italian and Italian
American citizens at Ground Zero was a symbolic gesture rather than a gesture of true mourning,
as Donohoe would describe, because it lacked individuality.
Margalit sees the two different ways of memorialization as the difference between an ethical
and moral response. The ethical response being how the other is memorialized, and the moral
response being how the Other is memorialized. Whether or not the September 11 memorials are
th

Othering, as in, exclusive structures that actively organize the us versus them mentality, depends
on perspective. Although there is no clear narrative of good versus evil within the memorials
themselves, it is certainly part of the narrative of the terrorist event evidenced through the rise of
anti-Muslim attacks in the U.S. As a result, Islamophobia has been on the rise within the U.S.
since September 11 , with anti-Mosque attacks increasing considerably within the past decade
th

because of those who equate the Muslim religion with terrorist extremism and want to exact
revenge.
Is the National September 11 Memorial responsible for inspiring domestic terrorists to
th

perpetrate violence against Muslims? No. Is it possible that some abuse the memory of the
September 11 attacks to exact violence against Muslims? Yes, and according to the American
th

Civil Liberties Union, it happens frequently (SPLC). What is yet to be memorialized are the
Muslim victims of Islamophobia as a result of September 11 , the number of victims of which we
th

may not realize for many years to come. Less than twenty years after the attack, the U.S. is still
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trying to renegotiate its response to the deaths of victims and first responders who were injured
and exposed to toxic chemicals at Ground Zero. As an advocate for continuing the health care
support of survivors, comedian and former Daily Show host Jon Stewart is the most vocal about
bringing attention to the issues arising as a result of the dwindling Victim Compensation Fund,
which begs the question, what are the parameters that constitute a person as a victim of the
September 11 terrorist attacks? Who is left off the list of names inscribed on the memorial, and
th

will their name be included in the event of their suspended September 11 -related death? Has
th

collective mourning become more important and urgent than giving victims the respect of time
and space? This writing cannot begin to answer all of these questions but these questions should
be asked prior to creating a memorial in the event of another national tragedy.
Those old enough to have been aware of the terrorist attacks, while not directly experiencing
the horror of being trapped on a weaponized plane or racing against a collapsing building, can try
to imagine, and still probably remember the exact moment they learned about the attack. This is
the narcissism with which Derrida is concerned. The me-ness of mourning, the moment I learned
that strangers died twelve hours away and I collapsed in a heap of sobs. I have a vivid memory of
being engaged in something otherwise extremely ordinary until the moment my life changed due
to the trauma of another.
There is a reason why the dedication ceremony was private for the families of victims before
being open to the public, in other words, the mourners who made the pilgrimage to reflect on a
symbol. The families of the victims are not the same as the members of the general population,
although there is otherness that creates a bond, an unequally shared experience of trauma.
Bearing witness in the process of mourning is bearing witness to the dead in order to bring the
memory of them into the present. It is a process of re-membering, or a reattachment of memory.
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Without a memory of the deceased Other, or the stranger, the witness can only engage their
own memory of their own experience and is not mourning the deceased Other. The memorial,
for many, could have been just as much about the sadness for the loss of the buildings, what the
buildings represented to U.S. culture, the general tragedy of innocent lives lost, an expression of
admiration for the heroic narratives that emerged, and a sorrow for the new fears settling into the
body, such as a fear of flying or fear of terrorist attacks against U.S. citizens abroad, particularly
against oneself or relatives.
The National September 11 Memorial is a structure that memorializes the dead while
th

inadvertently Othering. It is not my belief that this oversight is intentional, only a consequence
and indicator of how difficult collective memorialization is, further complicated when a
community is quickly and desperately trying to make sense of tragedy and loss. The full scope of
the September 11 attacks and their repercussions continue to be studied and recorded as history,
th

while the application of historiography over time may reveal a larger and more nuanced
narrative.
Hopefully, the historiographical process will include the newest victims of the September 11

th

attacks, and not strictly focus on a narrow moment of time. The fact that the structure is called a
memorial, rather than a monument, will protect it from some scrutiny by future generations,
allowing it to be able to withstand shifting interpretations that may take place in the future. This
does not mean it is free from scrutiny, only that its function as a memorial will withstand critique
better than its function if it were to be called a monument because monuments impose power
over the audience and are not about remembrance.
This critique is not to say there is anything wrong with the National September 11

th

Memorial; it is a beautiful and serene place of memory and reflection no matter what memory
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the audience brings with them. Although planned and conceptualized quickly, the memorial
project included a multiplicity of voices and areas of expertise to ensure an inclusive design was
presented to a panel that included the Vietnam Veterans Memorial creator Maya Lin. Lin was an
appropriate addition to the judging committee, as she was no stranger to memorial making or
controversy surrounding design. Lin’s memorial caused a stir because it did not place military
heroes on pedestals, instead it presents individual names, coming closer to providing a place for
bearing witness (see fig. 42).

Fig. 42. Lin, Maya. Vietnam Veteran’s Memorial, Washington D.C. Surface, Gabriel Bell, 27
May 2019, www.surfacemag.com/articles/maya-lin-vietnam-veterans-memorial/. Accessed May
19, 2021.
The polished reflective surface of Lin’s memorial speaks to Derrida’s concern with the
danger of narcissism emerging in mourning, the “we-ness” that balances on the edge of “meness” mentioned earlier. The brilliance of the Vietnam Veterans Memorial is that not only does it
conjure the soldiers’ individuality by invoking their names, but in reading any given name, the
reflective surface reflects the face of the viewer, arresting their gaze in a self-reckoning that asks
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who else the memorial is memorializing. Is it “me?” Perhaps it was anxiety created by the
confrontation of existence and survival that prompted a protest leading to the creation of two
more memorials to coexist with Lin’s (see figs. 43 & 44).

Fig. 43. Hart, Frederick. The Three Servicemen, Vietnam Veterans Memorial. Photo by
BWZenith. Washington D.C. Britannica, Michael Ray, 17 Oct. 2008,
www.britannica.com/topic/Vietnam-Veterans-Memorial/additional-info#history. Accessed May
19, 2021.

Fig. 44. Goodacre, Glenna. Vietnam Women’s Memorial in Washington D.C. Photo by Kay
Schwebke. American Journal of Nursing: Off the Charts, Maureen Shawn Kennedy, 12 Nov.
2012, ajnoffthecharts.com/veterans-nurses-and-ptsd/. Accessed May 19, 2021.
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The additional memorials, one to male soldiers and one to female nurses, successfully
dismiss the individual veteran and moves further towards a symbolism of military sacrifice and
hardship rather than becoming a place for reflection and mourning. Whereas Lin’s wall
personalizes the memory of military veterans and allows for the audience to reflect and
contemplate the other, the Other, and themselves, the additional figurative memorials are
illustrations that romanticize loss and pain. By attempting to illustrate an edited version of a
moment, which is what the additional memorials do, there is more that is left unsaid about the
war in its entirety and does not do justice to the full experience of Vietnam veterans. The
figurative memorials tell the audience what to feel rather than allow the audience to come to their
own conclusion through a process of recognition.
The Vietnam figurative sculptures do not work as memorials because they depict the living.
Where life is slipping away in the women’s memorial, the life is a generic symbol and does not
represent the singularity and weight of the individual life lost. The nurse’s angst is generalized
angst, and is not specific to an individual woman. The memorial honors the hard work of the
nurses deserving recognition, but more accurately as an homage to the nurses still living and
providing care rather than to the victims they could not save. As a memorial to the living, it is
slightly more successful than as a memorial for mourning the deceased.
Lin represents violence against the body without the inclusion of grotesque details by
bringing all viewers, including those who were opposed to the war, face-to-face with their own
mortality. The long list of names is expressed through a quantity of marks congregating on such
a large scale that the number of deaths cannot be ignored as their mass overpowers the physical
size of the audience. The scope of loss is bigger than the collective “we” that bears witness at the
wall. Although not called a monument, monumentality emerges as the viewer becomes conscious
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of their own consciousness and fears for the future of humanity. The memorial does not need a
different label, title, or designation in order to convey the reminder and warning of the sacrifices
of war.
Current conditions are not good predictors of future interpretations of memorials; however, it
can be safely asserted that Lin’s memorial speaks better to the complicated interpretations of
U.S. involvement in Vietnam, and it will withstand interpretations in flux should they shift in the
future. The subsequent figurative memorials are, therefore, limiting in their depiction of the war,
as well as how they want the viewer to interpret the atrocities experienced by the veterans. On
the other hand, veterans opposed to Lin’s concept considered her design disrespectful to military
sacrifice and displays of heroisms. For them, the figurative memorials were stronger
representations of the overall sentiment during the war, while offering solidarity to those who
felt the weight of hatred directed at them when they deplaned in the U.S. after the war.
While veterans do not want to relive the horrors of war, the figurative memorials give a
human face, rather than an abstract concept, to their experience. It should also be considered that,
in the tradition of military memorialization in the U.S., there may also be a desire of Vietnam
veterans to be memorialized in the same manner as other military veterans without breaking
tradition. And while the value of all three memorials can be recognized as serving an important
function today, even more so because they speak to each other in the same geographical location,
I maintain that Lin’s will do more to transfer the memory of veterans into the future. The
ambiguous and impersonal figurative memorials serve a short-term function and will become
invisible over time, as has happened with other common soldier memorials.
Just as the consequences of the victims of September 11 are still being felt, the same can be
th

said for Vietnam veterans as their physical and mental health are disregarded by the government.
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This lack of care to veterans would lead one to believe, at least in the U.S., that soldier
memorials constructed as an act of care are in reality performative symbols that do not fully
recognize the needs of veterans, which begs the question: Is the U.S. a country that cares more
for deceased soldiers than living veterans? The extension of care may be the most important
purpose for the creation of a memorial, as care collaborates with duty in the transference of
memory. It is quite possible that the public of the future will disregard the anonymous figures as
the figures fail to connect for an interiorization necessary for reflection, relegating the figures to
nothing more than aging symbols that the world eventually leaves behind, or worse, forgets.
The reality of the Confederate memorial today, with its narrow allowance for interpretation,
is that they have little to do with mourning the loss of life. Instead they satisfy the narcissism of
the audience. As interpretation expands with time and space, a natural occurrence within
historiography, the interpretation of the figurative Confederate memorial has moved from
mourning and ideology to just ideology. This ideology can be described as mourning the loss of
the Big Other, or the Other who is not me for which I need to survive in order to pass along their
truth. Whereas the Big Other typically refers to God or a higher power, the Big Other for the
Confederacy is the bureaucratic institution of white supremacy. French psychoanalyst Jacques
Lacan argues there is no Big Other to which one confesses, but there is a genuine sorrow when
one comes to realize there is no Big Other. Per Lacan, I maintain Confederate memorials are
mourning the loss of the Big Other, or the idea of the Big Other, rather than the loss of individual
life.
Although Union soldier sculptures fail as places of mourning, this project focuses on
Confederate structures because of the way their ideology is exposed and weaponized during
transference of memory. It is my assertion that Confederate memorials fail to perform the care
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with which they were purported to be constructed because they do not transfer a sense of duty to
mourn the deceased individual. They are symbolic gestures of care, and yet they provide none. In
order to extend care to the memory of the deceased and not be exclusive memorials to Othering,
they would need to consider all who perished as a result of the Civil War. Instead, they were
private expressions of mourning made public, opening the memorials to the politicization and
weaponization of memory. They do not stand up to scrutiny when interrogated by a palimpsest of
memories that seeks to include all the other and Other victims of the Civil War. Although
personal when constructed, created by others, or those who share kinship with the deceased,
today they are ambiguous symbols that neither mourn nor bear witness. Their function comes not
from a sense of duty but from a place of tradition, or the notion that ideology should continue as
such simply because it has always been this way. My concern with Confederate memorials is in
the way they make the transition from memory to abuse.

Confederate Tiers

The creation and transference of memory relies on separate levels of creators and audience,
each with their own relationship to the primordial event. The following examines each layer, or
tier, of audience in their proximity to the memory. I am proposing the notion of tiers in order to
demonstrate the extension and transference of memory, where Tier One, in this context, refers to
the primordial moment when memory is imprinted.
While the aim of this project in its entirety is to dismantle the hierarchical ordering of
Confederate structures, a tier system applied to transference of Confederate memory will
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demonstrate how hierarchical ordering has stacked meaning to cover memory and prevents the
mourning of individual lives lost. Within this layering, there is transparency and opacity thus,
tiers can exist within the same geographical place and in the same space and time. Separating
Donohoe’s palimpsest layers will help in identifying moments that shift between natural memory
and mourning, when natural memory shifts to unnatural memory, and when natural and
unnatural memory shifts to the abuse of memory.
Tier One is the event of memory imprint and relies on natural memory during transference.
Tier Two is the other, or thick relations with Tier One. Tier Two receives the transference of
memory from Tier One and is compelled by loyalty and duty in the ethical transference of
memory to Tier Three. Tier Three is the Other, or thin relations with Tier One. Tier Three
receives the transference of memory from Tiers One and Two and is compelled to transfer
memory based on morals and tradition to Tier Four. Tier Four does not refer to individuals but an
institution. It is an umbrella to harbor and absorb all other tiers, while generating the
reproduction of content for the purpose of abuse. Tier Four collects the data from the previous
tiers for the purpose of recycling memory until the aura of the original event is lost and
propaganda becomes ideology, both innocent and cynical. In other words, ideology that is
blindly followed and ideology that is a familiar danger but subscribed to nonetheless.
Tier Four serves as the false promise and the illusion of the beloved Absent Big Other, the
whole purpose for the tier system’s existence is to confess to the Big Other in order to continue
what is being enjoyed, which is power. Should the illusion of the Big Other shatter, the fragile
tier system collapses. The fictive Big Other, the bureaucratic dimension of the divine, drives
Tiers One, Two, and Three to transfer memory to fuel the ideological machine. In return the Big
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Other promises prosperity, privilege, and power, and the supporting tiers are too anxious to
recognize the fallacy of the Big Other because to do so would make them subjectively destitute.
By separating tiers of memory, a differentiation can be made between those who make the
memory and those who participate in transference. Although an event can be experienced and
felt collectively, it is not shared in the same way, an example being the September 11 attacks as
mentioned previously. Separating the audience into tiers that transfer memory is still limiting
when considering memory as a palimpsest containing remnants of many histories buried
underneath. Layered histories add richness to a specific place, a phenomenon which is addressed
in Chapter Five, whereas tiers behave like mnemonic devices that reproduce memory. During the
reproduction of memory, the aura of place dissipates until it is nothing more than a symbolic idea
or gesture. Time passes and covers place with more events and memories, while memories are
generated and transferred. Tiers demonstrate the reach, or reproducibility of memory as it moves
from other to Other, and further on to Othering that leads to abuse.
While focusing on the transference of memory, memorials are objects around which memory
orbits. Chapter Three puts the memorial object aside in order to examine perceptual proximity to
the memory by way of the physical body, pulling the focus away from the collective and
grounding it in an individual relationship to transferred and embodied trauma. However, both
this chapter and the next begin with the moment of kairos, the critical moment that imprints itself
as memory.
Tiers relate to transference of memory from the foundation up and include generational
imprinting, or memory passed from one generation to the next. Tiers are about the movement of
information and requires an audience to bear witness. Although the movement can be shallow, as
in, it does not always imprint itself on the physical body, it can also plant and re-plant itself in
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the physical body, playing a role in the creation of subjectivity. Displaying memory structures in
public should therefore be undertaken with the utmost caution and care, considering ethical and
moral implications, so as not to re-traumatize any member of the audience. Applying Margalit’s
notion of the difference between ethics and morality to each tier will help determine how each
tier considers duty and responsibility, while revealing abuses that do not align with an ethos of
care in memorialization.
Collective traumas such as Vietnam, the Holocaust, and September 11 , serve as a
th

contemporary demonstration of the tier system of memory transference that sees memorialization
through to a finished memorial project based on ethics and morals. The primary tier includes the
survivors and first-person accounts at the locations of the attack and begins with the primary
memory holder, comprised of the inventors, manipulators, and keepers of ideas which lay the
groundwork for what I consider to be the next three tiers of witnesses/audience members. Using
the imprint of the tragedies, where survivors are still with us to share their memories, gives
insight into how each tier works in memory transference. Unlike Civil War memories, the
primary memory of Vietnam, the Holocaust, and September 11 can still be accessed by way of
th

survivor and eyewitness accounts, even as these words are being written.
Someday all that will be left will be the third and fourth tiers of transference, which is all that
exists today for transference of memories of the Civil War. The only way to access memories of
the Civil War is by way of mnemonic devices and narratives, where an application of
historiography reveals the fallible public memorial, meaning, the public memorial has cracks that
are revealed when a fullness of an historical account, or an account that includes several
accounts, is considered. Therefore, bearing witness for mourning is no longer the purpose of
Civil War memorials, and instead they lend themselves to an application of critical history.
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Critical history reveals the others, Others, and Othering within Civil War memorials while
acknowledging the weaponization of Confederate memorials.
Bearing witness not to the mnemonic devices, or memorials, but to the way memory imprints
itself during the primary event and the immediate aftermath, as well as how it is transferred and
reproduced, could provide clues as to how interpretations change over time, or what is and is not
considered when constructing memorials to memory, and why. If memorials are built to the dead
in order to provide a place of reflection for the living, then it is worth anticipating the future
living, the changing audience responding to historiographical re-interpretations. Whether the
content, form, and context of a memorial has an expiration date depends on community
consciousness. Not all memorials will be rigorously scrutinized years after they are installed.
However, memorials can and should be able to withstand critique when new information comes
to light or another layer of context is applied, remaining flexible to additions and corrections.
An example of a project that works to connect the first and fourth tiers in order to retain and
preserve original experiential interpretation is the film Shoah by Claude Lanzmann held in
archives at the United States’ Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington D.C (see fig 45).

Fig. 45. Lanzmann, Claude, director. Promotional film still from Shoah. New Yorker Films, 30
April 1985, nwfilm.org/films/shoah/. Accessed May 22, 2021.
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The nine-hour long video of survivors sharing their stories from natural memory puts forth a
multiplicity of accounts that will exist as long as technology exists (or adapts) to utilize video
recordings that transfer memory to second, third, and fourth tier witnesses (Sommerlad).
Lanzmann was adamant about capturing memory from eyewitnesses and felt recycling video
footage of Nazi extermination camps would not suffice in telling the story of the Holocaust. For
him, relying on contemporary newsreel footage of the camps only worked to distance the
audience from a true understanding of significance that could only be gained from bearing
witness to first tier survivors engaging in the oral tradition of storytelling.

The Treasure House

The formation of memory after the primordial event is a synthesis between oral tradition and
Ars memoriae and constructs what French phenomenologist Paul Ricœur refers to as a treasure
house. The treasure house serves to describe the way in which memory is interiorized prior to
being transferred, as well as what happens during the transference process. The treasure house
can be used to describe the way memory is recalled to construct: Shoah, the National September
11th Memorial, the Vietnam Veteran’s Memorial etc. I am also applying it to the construction of
Confederate memorials, as we have witnessed several generations pass along memory now, and
are experiencing the ramifications of memorials that served as memorials and propaganda.
The treasure house works like this: the person who enters is tasked with remembering each
room of the house in as much detail as possible so that they can tell someone else what the house
looks like later. The entrant commits each room to memory by taking inventory of objects,
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details, smells, and sounds. Once they exit, they engage in the activity of ars memoriae, the art of
memory that relies on recall. Beginning with the entrance of the house, they retrace their steps
through each room, recalling the objects and reliving the phenomena of the house, or details that
convey the experience of walking through the house. Imprinted during the walk through the
house is the smell of baked goods in the kitchen or the mustiness of an attic.
The treasure house of memories strings together several rooms re-constructed from the
tradition of passing down information from generation to generation through the stories that
serve as the motor of oral history. The rooms are organized in the imagination based on the
memorization of the loci. In other words, when standing in a room details of the room imprint
themselves in the memory. The utility of the room and the props or decorative elements become
tools for recall. Each time the story is told, the narrator moves from room to room recalling the
memory that pertains to each room, the room, or loci, pressing its insignia into the wax seal of
memory. When the one who walks through the treasure house relays their experience, in their
mind “baked goods in the kitchen” smells like cookies, whereas the person receiving the memory
of “baked goods in the kitchen” might imagine the smell of bread.
The treasure house acts as a map of memories in the same way the earth acts as a map of
memories. In the context of memorials, statues and architectural elements serve as memory
notes, becoming the insignias pressed into the earth. The imprint also becomes a moveable room
which the memory-holder can take with them anywhere. For example, the person that walked
through the treasure house may bake cookies in their own kitchen and be transported back to the
memory of the treasure house. If the person baking bread in their own kitchen is transported back
to the memory of the first person’s memory of cookies, the bread-baker has formed an artificial
memory. There is a slippage, a skewing of facts when the artificial memory is then transferred,
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moving it further away from the person who walked the treasure house and further away still
from the truth of the activities taking place in the treasure house. The example of the memory of
baking is benign when transferred, but demonstrates how easily memory can be twisted in time
the further it moves from the primordial event.
Memory notes and insignias, depending on their inventor, have the power to inflict abuse
upon natural memory while constructing artificial memory, or memory that gives one the ability
to recall more than what they are capable of recalling naturally. The treasure house is constructed
and revisited through the process of natural memory. Natural memory expires when the memory
inventor expires, therefore all invented memory after natural memory fades is artificial memory.
It is a carried forward construction that is accessible to Tier Two, Three and Four. The audience
thinks they are recalling the memory; however, they are only able to recall the idea of the
memory, or the artificial memory. I use the term artificial memory not to diminish the power and
relevancy of oral history and the activity of storytelling, but to reiterate that memory passed
between generations is akin to the children’s whisper game of telephone or a “big fish” story. It
is not out of the realm of possibility that every time a memory is shared by someone other than
the eyewitness an embellishment is omitted or included. The more people involved in the
transference of memory, the easier it is for innocent adjustments to the original memory to
happen. Confederate memorials are not innocent in omitting or adjusting memory but do so to
avoid facing a difficult history.
The visitor to the treasure house is a Tier One participant recalling the primordial event of
imprint by using memory clues. In the case of Confederate structures, there is layer upon layer of
memory clues that may originate from natural memory, which become covered by artificial
memory during transference. Wandering through the house, the Tier One visitor may encounter a
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prop or mnemonic tool that serves as a spark of a spark, or a spark that aids in the recall of
kairos, or the critical moment of memory imprint. I will go into further depth about the role of
kairos in this chapter, but for the time being, the treasure house is strictly about the movement of
memory accessibility and transference.
For the Tier One visitor, the mnemonic tool may be an object or smell or sound, which
transports the visitor back to the moment of kairos. However, the same mnemonic tool does not
work in the same way for Tiers Two and Three because it does not aid in the memory of
anything. It means nothing without the aid of the language of the First Tier visitor. With the
accompaniment of narration, the Tier One visitor succeeds in inventing a memory for the
subsequent tiers. Tier One memory is natural and is shared through story. Tier One memory is
not just an imprint on the mind, but in the body. In the film Shoah, Tier One memory-keepers
transition to memory inventors through retelling the memory. Their Tier Two audience, or thickrelationed other, is the audience that consists of their close family and friends.
The others learn the stories, maybe in a more casual way, and are emotionally invested in the
Tier One memory-keeper as an individual. The Tier Three audience, or thin-relationed Other, are
the visitors to the Holocaust Museum who learn of the Tier One memory through the film or
objects and the narration that accompanies. They have no emotional investment in the Tier One
audience on an individual level, their emotional investment is strictly through Derrida’s
narcissism. Which is not as negative as it might sound, for it is through a narcissistic lens of me
and I and we that helps one to come to a place of shared emotion, understanding, and a desire to
help the Tier One memory-keeper by the Tier Three Other. It is the consciousness developed by
the Tier Two and Three audience that move them to deposit their artificial memories in to Tier
Four, which serves as a memory machine. In the case of the Holocaust Museum in Washington
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D.C, the creation of the museum was encouraged by the Tier One, Two, and Three audience, the
museum then becoming Tier Four, or the umbrella for memory-invention and recycling.
In the case of the museum that serve as Tier Four, while it may serve as a treasure house for
the Tier One audience, it is never anything more than an instigator of unnatural memory for Tiers
Two and Three. Museums use mnemonic devices such as repetitive language, storytelling that
synthesizes an idea, and phenomenology that attempts to recreate the Tier One experience. This
is why when the Tier Two and Tier Three for example smell the smokiness of aged wood in an
exhibit, or feel the waxy texture of a piece of furniture, or the roughness of an iron tool, they feel
transported back to a time in which they never existed. Their imagination or an unrelated
memory of what clanking metal sounds like draws a correlation to the replica of a blacksmith
shop, and they feel connected to a chronological point in time in which they were not alive.
The museum environment is designed to be a phenomenological mnemonic device in order
to guide sensory experience, create a sense of connectedness, maybe even euphoria and
romanticization. Phenomenologically curated experiences provide powerful memory notes that
become the kairos, or triggers, to aid in the recall of natural memory and create artificial
memory. The audience is capable of feeling an emotional bond with the past, while their
experience in contemporary loci is being imprinted on their memory as a new natural memory.
Aiding in the imprint is the inclusion of narratives, plaques on the wall that fill in the blanks and
add context to the experience, the words of a guide spoken to cement artificial memory.
In relation to Confederate structures, Tier One memory-keepers no longer exist, only Tiers
Two, Three and Four. The sculptures do not reside in a treasure house, the entirety of the U.S. is
their treasure house. The museum is not Tier Four, as they are not housed in museums. The U.S.
government serves as Tier Four, or the umbrella that preserves memory. While mnemonic
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devices can be found in micro-museums, reproduction of images and ideas serve as the primary
mnemonic tool for education and reinforcement of memory. Ars memoriae flows steadily, even
hypnotically, woven into historical context under the guise of loyalty and tradition. Kairos has
the power to disrupt the hypnotic state while also destabilizing and exposing gaps in unnatural
memory.
The inventor and audience tiers are separated from each other and from memory due to gaps
in space and time. Gaps are slippage, exposing the vulnerability of memory, and happen between
the absence of the thing remembered and its re-presencing. Slippage clears space for kairos, the
critical moment where the idea bursts through.
Not all memorials are abuses of memory that continue to abuse the audience but the bulk of
this project pertains to the Confederate memorials that memorialize and abuse memory. Chapter
Five addresses several contemporary solutions to memorialization including the Holocaust
Memorial in Berlin, Germany, and the Peace and Justice Memorial in Montgomery, Alabama.
The examples I provide demonstrate the mindfulness of organizations and artists when
considering memorial design and what I consider to be thought-provoking and successful
solutions. Where not all moments of kairos, critical moments that imprint memory on the
eyewitness and audience, are manipulations of unnatural memory, this project focuses on the
Confederate memorials that exploit unnatural memory. Kairos, the spark, serves a different
purpose for each tier in Confederate memory transference. It is not only the moment of the
imprinting of the primordial trauma, but perpetuates a critical moment where abuse is felt.
Kairos is capable of imprinting drunken euphoria or violent trauma upon the audience.
Because of political instability and the absence of a cohesive post-war plan following the
Civil War, there is a race to exert power, recover financially, and define or reject Black
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subjectivity. Of course, the voices that are heard are the voices of white male political leaders.
Their voices provide the power and resources to build structures to memorialize themselves and
their peers because abuse requires a perpetrator and a victim, abuse is always Othering.
A memorial to or by the Confederate perpetrator is therefore Othering. Not only do they
abuse their own memorialized Other, the deceased, but they abuse their own Tier Three Other by
triangulating a stranger into their narcissism. Finally, they abuse the Other, or the BIPOC
stranger who does not look like them. Not every memorial in existence is an abuse of memory,
but ALL Confederate memorials are abuses of memory. By the nature of them being constructed
by those that adhere to Confederate ideology, a form of government founded on the principle of
Othering, all Confederate aesthetics are Othering, meaning, there is always a voice that is
neglected, disregarded, or removed in the construction of the narrow Confederate structure to
memory. The initial act of construction, planting a Confederate structure into the earth, is the
first abuse. It then takes on a life of its own as it continues to activate Ars memoriae or stand
uncontested. The activity of remembering and the passive aggressive act of intentionally
forgetting both play an equal role in the systemic abuse of natural memory.
First Tier memory-keepers, those who experienced the trauma and formed a memory, pass
their memory on to Tier Two through stories. Tier Two memory-keepers, or others, are bound to
transfer memory out of loyalty and duty to keep the memory alive. Eventually the Tier Two
memory keepers will perish. When the inevitable happens, the transference of memory will have
to work harder to reach the Tier Three Others who never knew the primary memory keeper but
share a desire to bring the Tier One memory back to life through story based on tradition.
The power of recorded testimonials is that natural memory speaks for itself and does not
need to be transferred like a game of telephone that changes the narrative with each re-telling.
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Recorded testimonials of Tier One can reach Tiers Two, Three and Four without interference or
manipulation. Recorded testimonials of natural memory give a face to the memory, elevating the
human being above symbol. Survivors and eyewitnesses reveal pain without their image being
appropriated for the purpose of idealization or Othering. The fullness of the survivor’s personal
experience can be witnessed as a memory in and of itself, the transference of which creates a
new imprint on subsequent tiers, or a memory of witnessing a memory. An intentional place
created for the transference of memory, like a museum, removes the mnemonic device from the
public political arena and provides a degree of privacy and dignity to the Tier One memory
keeper. The act of recording is an extension of care that recognizes the individuality of life,
memory, and trauma.
In turn, the audience makes a choice to bear witness by being in the pain of the Tier One
while acknowledging that the survivor matters and will continue to matter in the event of the
survivor’s death. There is a transference of memory that takes place in the act of witnessing, and
the witness is tasked with a duty that is not expected of the passive audience. Witnessing is not
the same as watching or looking. Witnessing is sitting in the discomfort of another person’s pain,
listening without judgment. Witnessing takes on the responsibility of transference, and yet there
is no obligation to remember. Witnessing is therefore an extension of care, a choice one makes to
bring forth that which may be forgotten so that it is not. As it stands in this moment in history,
public Confederate memorials do not grant the deceased Other privacy and dignity. They are not
a place where the audience can bear witness or be in the pain of Derrida’s deceased Other, or the
living Black Other; they are places where the white audience feels pain for themselves or inflicts
pain upon the living BIPOC Other.
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Whereas the treasure house demonstrates how memory transference works organically
between each audience tier and identifies a moment of slippage that separates natural memory
from artificial memory, the following are descriptions of each tier’s individual experience of
imprint. Through a close examination of implied and expected duty and tradition to memory, we
can identify several moments of slippage in Confederate memory manipulated for the purpose of
abuse.

Tier One: Eyewitness

The primary tier, or Tier One, is the eyewitness. Tier One is reliant on the synthetization
of place and memory. Tier One is the holder, absorber, keeper, and inventor of memory,
extending memory to the subsequent tiers. Extension by the Tier One memory-keeper to the Tier
Two audience, and the Tier Two audience to the Tier Three audience, takes place on a spatial
temporal platform that relies on the imprint, recall, and reproduction of memory. In the
introduction to Remembering Places, Janet Donohoe defines place as a concrete framework that
is a participant in human lives, it has structure where space does not. “Place grounds space in the
order of experience (Donohoe xii).” Although place does not move, it undergoes transformations
and layering. The same place is never visited twice; each time is new because the place has
changed slightly and so has the audience. Each time the same person visits, they bring with them
the historical layering that informs their subjectivity, as history continues to be written on the
body against even the most adamant protestations. As experience, place is steeped in tradition
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and nostalgia, while “a transformative event is required to make a space into a place of collective
memory” (Donohoe xv).
As noted earlier, the transformative event is kairos. This concept of time may be one of the
most significant differences between history and memory, as history relies on chronos, a
sequential timeline, and memory relies on kairos, the critical moment. Chronos, for this text,
demonstrates the linear rise of the power structure that manipulates memory. In the context of
Confederate memorial-making, chronos would rely on the U.S. notion of history, or an event
which is relegated to the past. The objective of the memorial is to bring the past to the present.
This objective is met either by instigating a moment of kairos, what may be referred to as a
trigger, or by illustrating another’s moment of kairos. After the Civil War, during the golden age
of monument and memorial construction, the Confederate memory-keeper exercised a will to
power at a specific point in time creating a demarcation on the chronos timeline. The will to
power is manifested through the creation of Confederate structures called monuments and
memorials: monuments for the purpose of imposing power, memorials for the purpose of
remembering power. Although memorials serve several purposes, the Confederate memorial
allows for white Southerners to memorialize their dead while ignoring Black lives who perished
as a result of slavery or the pursuit of its end.
The Confederate memorial is a process of invention where kairos converses with chronos,
but the two do not connect for synthesis. Kairos, the critical moment, is the moment where the
event is imprinted, prior to the memory of it. For the imprinting of traumatic event, kairos is
followed by a pause or suspension, or the moment before it is processed as memory and
relegated to a past moment. To look to the previously mentioned Vietnam Veterans Memorials
as demonstrations of the differences between chronos and kairos, one might call Maya Lin’s
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memorial an example of chronos successfully synthesized with kairos, linear time with
punctuations of moments of recognition of self and others/Others. The recognition of a name on
the wall, and the confrontation with one’s own reflection with the reflection of other faces in the
granite, are critical moments in the development of self-consciousness. Through chronos, kairos
is activated, and plays a role in the development of the consciousness of another.
By contrast The Three Servicemen and the Vietnam Women’s Memorial sculptures are
arrested in kairos, suspended in an intimate moment that looks as though the figures were
captured by a photographer. Where Lin’s memorial moves the audience to their own critical
moment, Hart’s and Schwebke’s memorials illustrate the Other’s critical moment, or the critical
moment of the stranger. Although one might argue that Lin’s memorial is guilty of encouraging
narcissism in memorialization, not least of all because the Greek myth of Narcissus centers on
the adoration of his own reflection, the reflection of the faces of Lin’s audience moves back and
forth between the names of military vets who lost their lives in Vietnam and themselves. One
cannot see their own reflection without seeing the individual names of Derrida’s deceased Other.
Although it is not the same critical moment they would experience in a war zone, Lin’s
audience experiences a critical moment of their own and the gap is bridged between military vets
and civilians in loss and mourning. Hart’s and Schwebke’s memorials, although beautifully
rendered representational figures, do not move the audience in the same way as Lin’s. The
audience has anguish, pain, and suffering demonstrated for them, in fact given to them, but are
not moved to these emotions themselves as a result of epiphany. The audience remains a safe
distance from the memorials because the memorial depicts the pain of the Other. Hart’s and
Schwebke’s memorial may help guide specific emotions through depictions of pain and
suffering, but Lin’s forces the audience to work harder to identify their own emotions by asking
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for the audience to spend more time at her wall of names. There is no synthesis between chronos
and kairos, no marriage between past and present or between military vet and civilian in the
figurative sculptures. The frozen moment of kairos preserves the mortality of the figures and
keeps the figures alive in the past without bringing them forward to the present.
Rather than participate with the memorial in a phenomenological way, like Lin’s experience
of an experience, the audience of Hart’s and Schwebke’s is a passive observer; the success of
their work is in the instigation of catharsis rather than kairos. Their memorials were
commissioned because of the perceived failures some Vietnam vets felt towards Lin’s, as a
result, memorials were placed in public that possibly relieve some of the pain and suffering of
military vets as they look to the forlorn and dejected faces in sculpture as a reflection of their
own trauma.
Tier One Vietnam veteran memory-keepers find connection with the figurative sculptures in
the same way Tier One Confederate veterans did with figurative sculptures. The figurative
memorials are romanticized mirrors, meant to move their limited audience to a purging of their
feelings. What remains to be seen is the life of the figurative memorials once the Tier One
eyewitnesses perish. The two types of Vietnam memorials, phenomenological and
representational, in close proximity are an interesting study in memory transference, however,
my prediction is that Lin’s will carry forward the collective memory and mourning of Vietnam
vets much further into the future.
In Lin’s piece, the synthesis of kairos and chronos is experiential. The memory takes its
position ready to be the catalyst for another’s critical moment of recognition. The memorial does
not narrate a historical event at the place of the primary event, but imprints a new place for
memory that is not in Vietnam. Although the Confederate memorials imprint place in public
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parks and town squares, they work differently than Lin’s. The inclusion of a plaque can give
insight or a framed perspective, provide facts by way of chronological dates, but the Confederate
memorial is an illustration of a staged moment in a staged setting. Born from a plurality of kairos
that stacks on top of the other as collective trauma, something shared by the entirety of the
Confederacy, the ethics involved in Confederate memorial construction fall prey to what
Margalit considers two worrisome factors: religion and tradition. Margalit argues that while
human beings are great at demonstrating the ethics of memory, a consciousness of a morality of
memory is almost non-existent. Margalit’s accusation of the failure of the morality of memory is
akin to Derrida’s accusation of the failure of the morality of mourning, both referring to
mourning the Other. For Margalit, the Other is the thin-relation or stranger; for Derrida, the
Other is the deceased. Confederate memorials are not concerned with the ethics or morality of
memory; they are memorials to ideas that rely on narcissism for transference. Chapter One
establishes the interpretation of the word history in the U.S. lexicon as presenting problems;
similarly, the narrow interpretation of the word time does as well.
Although chronos provides historical context, it also privileges the structure in the same way
the word monument privileges structural status and hierarchy. A historical timeline with an everwidening gap, in other words, the passing of years, gives the illusion of value, with chronological
time stirring the fear of forgetting. It is important to have reminders lest we forget history, as is
often touted in defense of keeping Confederate structures untouched. However, the act of adding
counter structures or extracting a structure also serves as an historical event, and should be
documented as such.
Although not a view shared by all historians or preservationists, preservation of a historical
structure is argued as a preservation of history, or the preservation of a plot point on a
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chronological timeline. Preservation of a historical structure can also be considered preservation
of an idea. The chronology of the construction of Confederate structures pokes holes in the
argument circling the preservation of representations of time, as many of the structures are
constructed generations after the event that imprints memory. It is no longer a living
acquaintance and the retelling of their lived experience that inspires the creation of a structure to
memory, but an idea carried forward through tradition.
Kairos is problematic in the context of Confederate structures in that the critical moment has
a negative impact on the audience during memory transference. Because of its origins in the
Confederate ideology of white supremacy, the moment of kairos evokes a reminder of Othering.
Kairos takes place when an opening appears and memory bursts through the opening to achieve
success. Recognizing the opening requires attunement, a harmony between spatial, temporal,
oral, and visual memory. Within this opening, the activity of memory is vulnerable to slippage, a
movement that slides between use and abuse, where harmful simulations appear. Likewise,
constructing an opportunity for kairos also requires attunement and harmony. The audience is
exposed to critical moments of remembering, however, today the memory is not theirs. They are
separated from the event by time; therefore, their memory is also an idea carried forward through
tradition.
Today’s kairos surrounding Confederate structures will always hold negative connotations
because it conjures a critical moment that adheres to harmful Confederate ideology, or is a
critical moment that triggers a violent rejection of the ideology. These reactions are not the only
two, but fall on opposite sides of the spectrum and are responsible for the violent responses that
erupt in memorial locations that include protests and racial violence. Those who adhere to the
Lost Cause, or the romanticization of the Civil War that maintains slavery was not a factor, do so
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by dismissing negative connotations, thereby participating in the negative meaning of the
memorial. Kairos, in this sense, provides romanticization at the peril of ignoring the narrow
interpretation of memory. Maybe most problematic is if kairos does not take place with the
audience, and the structure is allowed to continue to impose its power unchallenged. The
audience is desensitized to its presence and what it stands for, operating in its presence as though
it does not exist.
Kairos can provide an opportunity for reflection, but if the Confederate structure is
camouflaged as landscape, the critical breakthrough moment will not happen unless confronted
directly. It is in danger of and, for several communities, becomes a part of the fabric of everyday
communal life, no different than a lawn ornament. A critique may exist, yes, but is the
community engaging, or even prepared to engage, in critical discourse? One may ask: is it
necessarily a bad thing to pretend they do not exist? Simply put, yes, because then the collective
is engaging in the abusive behavior of forgetting the white supremacist ideology the memorial
supports.

Tier Two: other

Kairos of the First Tier memory-keeper plays a role in the kairos in the subsequent tiers of
the audience tasked with the duty of transference, which is the other or thick relations. While
Tier One is the eyewitness, Tier Two is the first to be mnemonically influenced, meaning, Tier
Two and subsequent tiers that follow, do not have the imprint of the primordial event but receive
the memory through personal relationships and storytelling.
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Kairos is personal and internal; it may even disappear over time. At the very least, it
dissipates until another critical moment activates recall. But while being accessible to the
individual, kairos is also accessible to the collective, at times simultaneously. Kairos is therefore
a link in a chain that works with oral and rhetorical traditions to keep memory activated; each
moment of kairos becomes a link that attaches to another link, extending the length and reach
while strengthening the chain. Kairos for the Tier Two audience is the spark of the memory of
another’s memory.
Although memory is communicated through oral and rhetorical tradition passed from Tier
One forward, which is to say a combination of storytelling devices to relay and persuade,
rhetorical tradition emphasizes literacy and is considered the tradition of memory that best
exemplifies Ars memoriae. Literacy participates in the activity of memory. In addition to writing,
literacy is turned-inward on self, becoming an interiorized inscription. Imprinting in the current
context is concerned with visual literacy and the process that serves to write internal language
through visual art.
Confederate memorials are visual art and the kairos to visual literacy. The Tier Two other
carries forward the memory of Tier One based on thick relations and personal experience with
Tier One. They build memorials in honor of Tier One because they have a duty to the memory of
Tier One. They demonstrate their loyalty by carrying forward memory. They stand at the
Confederate memorial, reminded of the larger narrative of white supremacy, while remembering
their personal experience with the deceased Other.
Tier Two embodies the danger of narcissism in mourning the Other, remembering personal
anecdotes that drive the narrative one direction and forsaking all other narratives. Tier Two
memorializes out of a duty to bear witness to the deceased Other, driven to continue to share a
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truth. Their truth is not false, they are mourning the loss of a loved one, but the private act of
mourning turns public with the insertion of public art and neglects other truths that would
otherwise be part of the mourned deceased Other. They demand recognition by the public,
witnessing in much the same way an evangelical might dedicate their lives to spreading the word
of their religion. Tier Two turns private mourning into public performance, holding cult-like
ceremonies of remembrance and re-enactments. Rather than serving as structures that honor the
individuality of each Confederate life lost, they turn fallible men into gods. If memorials are
installed on battlefields or cemeteries, honoring Donohoe’s place of collective mourning, they
retain their sense of dignity towards the deceased. However, installed in public, they are a
propaganda campaign that uses the mass production of art to tell a very narrow story while
persuading the Third Tier Other to subscribe to and parrot the Tier Two version.

Tier Three: Other

Tier Three includes the Other, or the thin relations that have no relationship to either tier
except for the uncritical witnessing of or abuse by white supremacist ideology. They are not
mourning Tier One, they are not building memorials with Tier Two, they are not loyal to human
beings; they are loyal to ideology. They are neither engaged in the ethics or the morals of
memory, for, they dismiss the experience of the BIPOC Other subjected to Confederate
memorials.
Tier Three take their lunch breaks on the benches in the memorial parks, walk past the
structures on their way to pick up the kids from school, rush by to make an appointment on time.
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To them, the memorial is part of everyday life. They are the mnemonic-influenced audience
whose exposure to the memorial is based on devices of memorization. They do not protect the
memorial out of love for the deceased, but out of tradition. They are not loyal to the
memorialized human beings; they are loyal to narrow history. The idea of the memorial is
published in books, on websites, on social media, and its image can be delivered to Tier Three
within the safety of their living rooms. Tier Three never has to actually experience the memorial
in person in order to defend them and spread their message; they just have to subscribe to the
idea.
One of most laughably entertaining and frightfully real demonstrations of the way in which
ideology is transferred between tiers then committed to the annals of history can be found in the
Broadway musical Chicago. Based on journalist Maurine Dallas Watkins’s story as experienced
when she was covering court cases in Chicago, the fictitious musical follows the trial of a
woman who is guilty of murder. The murderess Roxy Hart’s lawyer Billy Flynn becomes the
puppeteer who plants a false narrative for the media in the hopes of securing his client’s
acquittal.
In the musical number “We Both Reached for the Gun,” he sings in hypnotic fashion “oh yes
oh yes oh yes we both oh yes we both oh yes we both reached for the gun the gun the gun the
gun oh yes we both reached for the gun for the gun,” all the while smiling and nodding his head
“yes.” By the end of the song, the press and, by default, the audience are bobbing their heads in
unison, acknowledging and agreeing with Flynn’s version of events before the journalists
commit Flynn’s narrative to writing for publication and mass distribution. In the context of
Confederate memorials, Flynn is Tier Four. He represents the memory spinner that bears witness
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to each tier’s version of events before spitting them back out in his own version that serves his
purposes.

Tier Four: Big Other

The bureaucratic Big Other, the machine that supports, is supported by, forces, and is
reinforced by ideology, is deserving of its own in-depth critique that could, and already, fills
several tomes. For the purpose of brevity within this project, I am only giving a descriptor in
preparation to discuss the abuses that transpire during Confederate memory transference.
However, it is the transference that feeds the Tier Four machine that leads to systemic
institutionalized racism. Tier Four is therefore not created as a result of Confederate memorials,
but is an umbrella for all Confederate aesthetics upholding racism. Tier Four makes it illegal to
remove public Confederate memorials because it subscribes to the notion that the memorials are
meant to help the audience mourn the deceased. Tier Four has provided funding, space, and place
for Confederate memorials. Tier Four is concerned with creating and adhering to tradition to
serve its own success and to continue to enjoy power. Therefore, Tier Four provides the money
for restoration and graffiti clean-up of Confederate memorials, and one must appeal to Tier Four
in the event the public wants the memorial removed. The public is therefore at the mercy of Tier
Four unless it is challenged, becomes self-conscious, or collapses entirely. Without a challenge,
Tier Four protects and participates in the abuses against the public just as Tiers One, Two, and
Three.
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Memory Abuse

According to Paul Ricœur, there are three types of abuses of natural memory: pathological,
practical, and ethico-political. Ricœur’s writing is heavily influenced by nineteenth century
English historian Frances Yates, whose book, The Art of Memory, places the invention of the
activity of memory in Hermetic tradition while showing where it is further exercised during the
Renaissance. Yates begins with the invention of Ars memoriae, as recalled by Cicero. The story
is about the poet Simonides being lured from a banquet right before the roof collapses, killing all
of the guests while he is safe outside. As relatives come to collect the bodies, unable to identify
the remains, Simonides calls upon his memory of the seating arrangement around the dining
table and is able to identify the dead. He therefore comes to the realization that to have good
memory one must arrange mental images in an orderly fashion.
The story of Simonides is important for four reasons as they pertain to this writing. First, it
demonstrates the relationship between loci and images in forming imprints. Second, it
demonstrates the desire to remember, and possibly the fear of forgetting, the dead. For instance,
a dinner party ending in tragedy strengthens the urgency to remember more-so than a story about
committing a shopping list to memory. Third, it demonstrates what Cicero identifies as the most
important sense of all as it relates to memory, which is sight. Fourth, it demonstrates the artificial
memory of Cicero in his retelling of the story, further exemplifying the reliance on various
mnemonic devices. In Cicero’s case, it is a reliance on image and loci for memory as one of the
five parts of rhetoric that demonstrates the mnemonic rooted in storytelling. Storytelling paints a
mental picture that helps to aid in memory, allowing one to imagine or invent what they did not
themselves experience. Yates reminds the reader that in the ancient world, prior to printing and
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paper, trained memory was of the utmost importance. Continuing into the modern world, the
importance of trained memory remains critical as oral tradition and mnemonic devices
supplement where literacy is absent.
To understand contemporary relationships to Confederate memorials is to understand their
evolution as ideological structures born from the abuses of memory through storytelling. In
accordance with what Ricœur identifies as the three levels of abuse, the first level is
pathological. It is a wounded, sick, memory that takes the form of mourning, meaning the
memory is imprinted during a painful event. The memory is fresh, it hurts, and creates trauma
and heaviness that pulls one into a process of mourning.
Mourning can be the response to the loss of a loved one or an abstraction that has taken the
place of a loved one, such as a loss of country, liberty, or ideal. Working in tandem with
mourning is melancholia, an absence of the object of sadness; whereas the memorials are built
from sadness, melancholia has distance from mourning. The mourners are the inventors, holding
power over memorials and serving as educators and manipulators in control of experimentation
on the audience; they define the parameters of success while using structures to condition the
audience and demand punishments and rewards.
The first question ascertained by the mourners in the construction of Civil War memorials to
military heroes is who. Herein lies the fatal flaw. Memory, oftentimes thought of as egocentered, has a tendency to hover in the understanding that to remember something is to
remember oneself. If all that is asked of memory is the question of who, and the response is a
composite of how, then the question of what remains unaddressed. Again this is the shortcoming
Derrida defines in the danger of mourning that is narcissistic, it cannot move past the who as self.
The who that forms the notion of the Confederate self is explored in more depth in
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Chapter Three. For the time being, the who that is experienced outside of self refers to the
Confederate hero. He is either a renowned military leader or a common soldier who put himself
in harm’s way fighting for the Confederate cause. How refers to the form of representing who.
Once who is decided upon, the question of how is addressed through aesthetic tradition.
Adhering to Greek and Roman tradition, the heroic who takes the form of a figure and is
typically constructed through a process of metal casting. Kirk Savage’s Standing Soldiers,
Kneeling Slaves is a close examination of the aesthetic choices behind Confederate public art
construction, and the ways in which aesthetic choices concerning who and how reflect racial
theory in U.S. history.
From poses of power to the depiction of the enslaved and the rise of the common soldier
structure, Savage gives an historical account of how public art has been used to attempt to unite,
and most certainly divide, a country. Woven into his analysis is what, a word that is largely
ignored by the entities responsible for making decisions regarding Confederate structures. The
absence of what, or the inherent ideology of the structure, places memory squarely on the
shoulders of the individual man who is memorialized.
The fallible man, during the time of Reconstruction, is memorialized based on a narrow
conception of what is good. The question of whether or not he enslaved others is not considered,
nor is it considered whether or not enslaving humans was morally corrupt. He is memorialized
for his loyalty and sacrifice in the name of nationalism. He is a hero for putting himself in harm’s
way, for leading fellow brave men into battle to protect economic interests. The argument for the
memorialization of men championing capitalism is where the Lost Cause derives its defense, and
why many defenders of Confederate memorials proclaim with gusto that the Civil War was not
fought to abolish slavery but to gain financial independence. There is rarely mention of the
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Confederate constitution and the passages referring to white supremacy as playing a part in
financial independence.
What refers to the idea the structure represents, a question that has, until recently, been
largely ignored on a national level. When today’s news highlights the fight against who, and the
toppling of the manifestation of how, it is important that they also bring to collective
consciousness the what. The avoidance of what is just one reason why the removal of a
problematic structure prior to documentation by historians degenerates into a power struggle,
because the argument is taken to the media and typically highlights who is being memorialized
rather than what. One example of how what is ignored, is in the Monument to Confederate
Soldiers in Little Rock, Arkansas (see fig. 46).

z
Fig. 46. Ruckstall. Monument to Confederate Soldiers in Little Rock, Arkansas. Photo by
DaFoos. Wikimedia Commons, 14 Mar. 2009,
commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:ArkConfMem_-_31409(79).jpg. Accessed May 22, 2021.
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The first problem that arises is that the word Monument, included in the title, is meant to give
the structure power, more power than it would have if it was called a memorial. The structure is
not a memorial to a life lost, but an attempt to assert power on the state of Arkansas’s capital
grounds. Maybe the what represents: do not forget our capabilities, or we represent the
government’s interest and therefore have a home on their grounds, or we have government
support. Whatever the what is, it is not said in as many words, but is carefully articulated
language, beginning with the title. Built in 1905, literature marking a self-guided tour lists the
sponsors of the monument as: the State of Arkansas, the United Daughters of the Confederacy,
the United Confederate Veterans, the Sons of Confederate Veterans and others. The previously
mentioned Tiers One, Two, Three, and Four are all listed as contributors to the creation of the
memorial.
The list of sponsors is the second what that continues to be danced around publicly when
addressing the memorial. Regardless of whether or not the audience has a love of history and can
empathize with the loss of life due to military sacrifice, the word Confederate is listed in the
name of three organizations in conjunction with their partners which include the state of
Arkansas. As stated earlier, and as written in the Confederate constitution, the purpose of the
Confederacy was to create the first country in history predicated on the notion that a Black
human being is inferior to a white human being. Without using the specific word “racist” (a word
that has evolved over time from racialism to the synonymous racism following the second World
War), the Confederate constitution uses the same language to define their form of government
that is used to define racialism/racism. Although the origins of the word Confederate denote an
alliance united by agreement, the Confederate constitution assigns racism as being the uniting
factor under their agreement therefore to unite with the Confederacy means to unite with racism.
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The sponsors may or may not publicly identify as racists, but their language does.
The sponsors inscribe a poignant poem on either side of the structure. On the left side the
words read:
Our Furled Banner
Wreathed With Glory
And Though Conquered
We Adore It
Weep For Those Who Fell Before It
Pardon Those Who
Tried And Tore It
The mourning of the loss of an idea is balanced by the right side inscription which reads:
Arkansas Remembers
The Faithfulness
Of Her Sons
And Commends
Their Example
To Future Generations
In its self-described attempt to be less controversial, the government installed plaques to serve as
a self-guided tour that bypasses the historical context of the work by focusing on the history of
the construction of the memorial. The memorial stands unquestioned and unchallenged in its
current state where interpretation is left open for the audience to come to their own conclusions.
Where structures built during Reconstruction may be in-line within a time period of
genuine mourning, structures built during the Civil Rights Movement are removed from

170
mourning and are more closely linked to melancholia, at least for those who experience them
with a sense of longing. I use melancholia here in its meaning as sadness without purpose. Not
so much because melancholia is without purpose, for it is very much about sadness for those who
connect with a sense of loss when encountering a Civil War memorial; rather, melancholia may
be a better descriptor for those who were not present during Reconstruction, who only know the
memorials through shared stories and history books.
As extensions of Reconstruction era structures, Civil Rights era Confederate aesthetics are
used to push sadness after the process of mourning, insert purpose where there is a sense of
longing, and exploit the sense of lost utopia by re-inserting white nationalism (see figs. 47-49).

Fig. 47. Forrest Hall ROTC Building constructed on the Middle Tennessee State University
Campus, Murfreesboro, TN in 1958. Photo by Elizabeth Catte. History@Work, 27 Oct. 2015,
ncph.org/history-at-work/a-confederate-on-campus/. Accessed May 22, 2021.
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Fig. 48. Sons of Confederate Veterans, Texas Division. Confederate Memorial of the Wind in
Orange, TX, started in 2013. Photo unknown. Wikipedia,
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Confederate_Memorial_of_the_Wind. Accessed May 22, 2021.

Fig. 49. Unknown Alabama Confederate Soldiers installed in August 2017. Photo by Brynn
Anderson. NBC News, Alex Johnson, 27 Aug. 2017, www.nbcnews.com/news/us-news/newconfederate-monument-goes-alabama-n796531. Accessed May 22, 2021.
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As the images of structures continue to circulate, new structures are being installed on
private land at an alarming rate. Newsweek journalist Tom Porter reported in 2017:
After racist groups gathered in the Virginia college town to protest the planned removal
of a statue of Confederate General Robert E. Lee, demonstrators in Durham, North
Carolina reacted by taking down Confederate soldiers' monuments, while authorities in
towns and universities across the country removed statues from public land. But those
who honor the Confederacy have been quietly working to preserve, and even increase,
the number of Confederate monuments (Porter).
Within the same article, the developer of the Unknown Alabama Confederate Soldiers, installed
by David Coggins in 2017, defends the memorial saying:
There's nothing racist about us. We're not white supremacists. As a matter of fact, we
have members in our organization who are black. We have Hispanic members. We have
Native American members. We have members from all over and all nationalities, and
they shouldn't be concerned about any sign of offense here from us, because we honor all
of those veterans. We're color-blind as far as that goes (Coggins).
While new structures are cropping up on private land and old structures are being reckoned with
on public land, the word that forces critical thought remains what is being memorialized. The
absence of what between who and how lends itself to space for slippage. The gap that is what
exposes the vulnerable who, leaving the memory of who open to manipulation. Coggins, for
example, ignores the fact that the Confederacy was not “color-blind,” but founded on white
supremacy.
Therefore the memorial is either a memorial to white supremacy or an inclusive
memorial to military veterans, but not both as he is trying to position it. In Confederate

173
memorials the what is non-negotiable. Because what floats without grounding and gets lost in the
gap, it is retrieved and claimed by the inventor. Coggins is trying to create his own what that is
not an accurate reflection of the Confederacy. He is putting forth his own construction of
memory that has crossed over to propaganda. Whether he is putting forth innocent or cynical
ideology, an unknowing or knowing participant, is unconfirmed.
Coggins is manipulating what is remembered both in the memorial and in his published
statement. It is acceptable, even expected, that the inventor holds what close to them. They have
ownership. After all what is based on perceptual experience. The who is their hero, a mirror, a
god, and the inventor places all other critical history aside. As the inventor, it should not be
assumed that their what is in line with someone else’s what. Is it abuse if what stays private and
individual, or if what only considers one what rather than multiple whats? It is certainly in
conflict with history, but is not necessarily escalated to abuse. Although Coggins’s structure was
a private sentiment planned for installation on private land, today it is living publicly through its
circulation in the media. The private memorial is now publicly accessible and will continue to
circulate.
Applying the what to other memorials to the Confederacy demonstrate the way in which they
have been inflicting abuse since their installation. For example, General Robert E. Lee’s
memorial is not just a memorial to General Robert E. Lee, but a memorial to his failed defense of
the Confederacy (see fig. 50).
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Fig. 50. Shrady, Henry. Confederate General Robert E. Lee in Lee Park, Charlottesville, VA.
Photo unknown. Richmond Times-Dispatch, Chris Suarez, 21 Mar. 2017,
richmond.com/news/virginia/suit-filed-against-charlottesville-and-its-city-council-toprevent/article_e4c27b29-8e29-55ce-8201-c52fd5f8dd43.html. Accessed May 22, 2021.

His likeness is used to represent the what of the Confederacy memory. Its movement from
private thought to public sphere becomes a way to inflict abuse upon the community under a
disguise of memorializing. During Reconstruction, it plays a dual role in this regard. Military
veterans and family members memorialize because they remember Confederate General Robert
E. Lee: they shared meals, spent holidays together, fought battles alongside one another. They
share their memories of his laugh, his anger, his passion, his remarkable strategic prowess, and
his heart. They are the Tier Two other, the thick relations who are emotionally invested.
However in memorializing him, specifically his image as Confederate General (because he is not
memorialized, at least in public structures, as civilian, husband, or father Robert E. Lee), he is
intrinsically tied to his accomplishments during the Civil War and the sacrifices he has made for
the Confederacy. The mythologizing of General Robert E. Lee is therefore intentionally
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positioned to be the symbol of Confederate valor and heroics. Abuse is present because a
memorial to Confederate General Robert E. Lee neglects to also include Confederacy as being
synonymous to racism.
The construction of a Reconstruction era memorial to the Confederate who is therefore a
punishment to those other who, the forgotten who, while demanding solidarity with, and loyalty
to, Confederate myth. The reward to the adherence to myth includes acceptance into an exclusive
cult that reinforces to its followers that they, the cult, are superior to the Other (in this case those
who are not white supremacists). The act of othering is a twofold abuse in the Confederate
monument. It imposes memory, a sin of commission, as one abuse, and forces forgetting, a sin of
omission, as the other abuse.
Because the Confederate memorial as public expression of mourning is privileged and
othering, it relies on a fundamental structure of collective existence. This existence is the relation
of history to violence, in which the fear of death is what pushes one into a social contract
predicated on predictability and personal security or, as Ricœur sees it, “[t]here is no historical
community that has not been born out of a relation that can, without hesitation, best be likened to
war” (Ricœur 77). Founding events over geographical territories have oftentimes resulted in acts
of violence, experienced as humiliation by some and glory by others. Communities have fought
for space by dominating the culture they are attempting to usurp, or by fleeing an oppressive
regime, or holding their borders under the pretense of security and protection. All can be
considered communities born from a war-like struggle, or engaging in a war-like struggle in an
effort to merely maintain.
The war-like struggle to maintain is present in Confederate memorials built during the Civil
Rights Movement. While they adhere to Reconstruction era aesthetics, Civil Rights era
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Confederate structures were built one hundred years after the end of the Civil War. Many argue
they were built to commemorate the anniversary of the end of the Civil War. The problem with
the argument of commemoration is that no natural memory of the Civil War actually exists one
hundred years later. No one is alive who lived through the Civil War, therefore the memory is
constructed. Memory of the event is carried forward by way of historical text, oral history and
visual cues, such as paintings and sculptures. The ideology of the memory is carried forward by
way of tradition, having no real connection to the memory itself.
The Confederate structure built during the Civil Rights era is therefore only a bookmark, a
placeholder, asking to be re-membered. It can also be considered a reminder, earning the title
monument, and all of the implications of a foreboding power structure the title holds. For
instance, the structure is not a re-membrance or memorialization of General Robert E. Lee, but a
call to remember or be reminded of the Confederate idea in order to hold tight to the ideal in the
midst of the growing Civil Rights Movement. It is a territorial battle over ideology.
Just as one might say history repeats itself, so does memory. Ricœur says that the
complication of too much memory, much like Nietzsche’s overabundance of emotion, is cause
for one to repeat compulsively. For the present to be reconciled with the past, acting out occurs
for what he considers to be true recollection. He further exclaims, “[h]ow much violence in the
world stands as acting out ‘in place of remembering!” (Ricœur 79). Meaning, in today’s efforts
to compulsively repeat Confederate memory by re-membering it through memorialization that is
also a memory of violence, therefore a repeat of racial violence is inevitable.
Mourning tests reality by showing that the loved object no longer exists and asks for time and
energy. The time and energy expended by Coggins to develop the memorial Unknown Alabama
Confederate Soldiers cannot be ignored and is his drive, as explained by Ricœur through
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psychoanalyst Sigmund Freud. The psychic energy required by Coggins is what Freud refers to
as “libido,” or the “life drive” when placed in context with memorials and mourning. When
looking at the structure as a mirror for self-preservation, the individual finds pleasure in the
process of mourning during the creation of a structure. Pleasure is found in the idea of us versus
other, cathartic cleansing, and divorce from reality of loss that results in a repetitive attempt to
recover what is lost. To revisit Simonides, Coggins is recovering the dead through memory,
bringing back the bodies, which in turn serves as a reminder of his own life and mortality.
The magnitude of loss is felt when ego succeeds in limiting libidinal energy, bringing
mourning to an end, which is to say that it happens when the ego is turned back on itself as
narcissistic libido. Libido is severed from the object, something Ricœur identifies with the
activity of mourning anyway. However, because severing creates hostility, mourning is
psychically prolonged through Confederate memorials. It is hostility towards an attempt at
severing libido from object that is taking place during protests by nationalists when a structure is
threatened.
The narcissistic libido is threatened, the object is threatened, the life-giving umbilical cord is
about to be snipped. Self-preservation and self-identity are in peril for the mourning Confederate.
Mourning requires an investment of time, patience, and energy. It also requires a dedication to
nurturing, as is apparent when mourning is able to be carried forth first as natural memory, then
as artificial memory. The activity of Ars memoriae works tirelessly to keep the Confederate
version of memory at the forefront of contemporary thought. It is only when the work of
mourning is complete that the ego becomes free.
However, the liberated ego is vulnerable to two problems. First, the completion of mourning
is where Ricœur accuses Ars memoriae of being in denial of forgetting. To expand on this, Ars
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memoriae is always in denial of forgetting. The activity of recall is likened to a footprint in the
sand. Trying to retrace a step places the foot slightly off from the initial step. The initial step is
the natural memory, the first footprint in sand. It serves as the guide for subsequent steps. All
steps that follow are attempting to replicate the initial step, and doing so while leaving out
information. No matter how many prints are made in the same footprint, no step is identical and
no step perfectly aligns with the first step, even if it is the same foot making the print.
The problems of realignment are the same with the activity of Ars memoriae. Each activity of
recall is slightly off. Retracing his steps through the treasure house, the Tier One memory-holder
may use the same rhetorical identifiers to jog memory, but the retelling will be slightly different
each time. Even with reliance on mnemonic devices for memorization and adherence to
repetition, small details may shift. If one is recalling out loud, even inflections of sound will
shift. If the tiers that follow are liberated after mourning, the gap surrounding ego is wider, and
even more vulnerable to slippage and abuses of forgetting.
Slippage places the uninhibited ego at great risk to itself. It opens another gap and another
opportunity for kairos. Although applied to the fragile Confederate memory, the same can be
said about others who participate in the mourning process and its subsequent completion. They
possibly forget the memory of the mourned loss, their memory is fragile and open to
manipulation, and most pertinent to the Confederate memory inventor, their identity is fragile.
Ricœur identifies the three causes of fragile identity as: time, perceived threat, and fear of loss of
heritage.
Regarding time, memory is the temporal component; it is in conversation with the evaluation
of the present and the projection of the future. The memory-keeper/transferer questions what it
means to be the same over time. Sameness over time is an enigma, with self-constancy resting on
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what Freud says is an interplay between idem, or sameness, and ipseity, or selfhood. Selfhood is
fluid, encompassing not only the formidable but also the pathetic aspects of self. Slippage
happens during the construction of self-identity, between the retreat of ipseity into idem, moving
from flexibility of self to rigidity of character. Although rattling the cage of the rigid self until it
is liberated is necessary to shake loose rigid adherence to ideology, fragility is in the kairos of
the gap between idem and ipseity. There is safety and predictability in sameness, in constancy.
Fluidity is uncertain and uncomfortable. Confederate structures to memory rely on constancy,
constancy means loyalty to self and to ideology.
Regarding perceived threat, the cause of fragility lies in confrontation with Others (strangers)
as they are perceived to be a threat to one’s own identity. The Other is perceived as dangerous,
and perceived as capable of murdering identity. The memory keeper/transferer, in their constant
and rigid character, is fighting for self -preservation. They say as much when they participate in
groups and activities whose mission is to fiercely protect racial purity. Ricœur invites his
audience to ponder whether or not identity is so fragile that we are unable to accept and endure
Other identities, Other ways of living, and Other ways of understanding self. Obviously, for
many, identity is too fragile to accept and endure difference.
Regarding the fear of the loss of heritage, memorials are placed on the earth to provide
memory notes and clues to be passed down to the next generations. Not only are Confederate
structures inherited structures, but the memory and stories of their history become part of
heritage as well. Heritage is transferred legacy, with the generation possessing it passing it down
to the next generation. Strict adherence to rigidity of memory-keeper is transferred to the next
generation memory-keeper. The structure is therefore a representation of rigidity to idea. In
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reality, heritage of the Confederacy is a heritage the entire U.S. possesses, even if it is invented,
controlled, and manipulated by those whose self-identity depends on Confederate heritage.
To revisit the tier system as explained earlier in this chapter, Tiers One, Two, and Three are
all memory-keepers and transferers in their own right. What compels Confederates to take up the
transference of memory begins as a blurred line between a desire to mourn and a desire to assert
power. The further memory transference moves away from mourning, the closer it comes to
narcissistic activity and engages in abuse. While each tier is located within the chronos of
memory transference, it is the interiorized battle within the white supremacist that moves
Confederate structures from peaceful memorials to places of violence and abuse. Loosening the
understanding of Confederate memorials as structures to memory, the next chapter addresses
how the fear of the loss of white identity escalates conflict to violence.
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“I’m advocating changing the reality of the image. Instead of having the images define who we
are, why don’t we come together one-on-one for conversation” (Anderson)?

Chapter 3: Sculptures as Self

In addressing the implied power inherent in state legitimized structures that weaponize
memory, the preceding writing has undertaken the task of destabilizing what much of white U.S.
culture places on a pedestal and upholds as the ideal. Destablization is meant to untangle the two
separate classifications of structures, the monument and the memorial, that oftentimes coalesce
yet hold differing purposes. The monument is meant to impose power and act as a reminder,
serving as a structure that calls to the forefront ideas for the purpose of suspending those ideas in
a public forum. The ascribed designation monument gives the structure legal protection, and
privileges its power over other forms of public artistic expression. The removal of a monument is
subject to a legal process that requires government involvement.
By contrast, the memorial serves as the loci for the activity of remembering. Whereas a
monument elevates an idea, the memorial carries an idea forward. In the case of Confederate
memorials, there is no one alive today who has a memory of who is being memorialized, only
what. Ars memoriae, the activity of memory recall that takes place at a memorial, can be a
healing process that facilitates feelings of empathy, compassion, and sympathy. Natural and
unnatural memory carried forward in memorials honors the life of others while allowing the
audience to symbolically bear witness to past atrocities, such as the Comfort Women Memorial in
San Francisco (see fig. 51).
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Fig. 51. Whyte, Steven. Comfort Women Memorial in St. Mary Square in San Francisco. China
Daily, 24 May 2017, www.chinadaily.com.cn/world/2017-09/24/content_32407479.htm.
Accessed May 23, 2021.

The Comfort Women Memorial honors the hundreds of thousands of Asia-Pacific women
and girls forced into sexual slavery by the Japanese Army from 1930-1954. Through the creation
of a memorial inspired by Korean woman Kim Haksoon’s first-person account, and using her
face as the model, the Comfort Women Justice Coalition (CWJC) counters the narrative put forth
by Japan that comfort women were willing and financially compensated participants. Installed on
November 1, 2017 to raise public awareness of sexual violence and trafficking, the memorial is
designed to inspire courage. Retired Superior Court Judge of San Francisco Lillian Sing, who is
co-chair of the CWJC, says the memorial is meant to reflect the soul of every person with a
conscience, “It is my soul, it is your soul, and it should be the soul of everybody (Xinhua).”
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By contrast, the Confederate Monument that stands in Arlington National Cemetery puts
forth the myth of the Lost Cause that romanticizes the Civil War by proclaiming the enslaved
were beloved members of the Confederate family and were shown respect and care (see fig. 52).

Fig. 52. Heldt, Ben. Relief at the base of the Confederate Monument in Arlington National
Cemetery. Ben Heldt Blogspot, 10 Apr. 2013, benheldt.blogspot.com/2013/04/the-confederatememorial-at-arlington.html. Accessed May 23, 2021.
In the relief, an enslaved woman is being clung to presumably by the master’s child as
she hands the Confederate soldier’s baby to him to kiss farewell. The re-ideation of the
Antebellum South’s white memory neglects the memory of the enslaved Black, who were not
willing participants in their own enslavement but at times may have feigned appeasement in
order to withstand their horrific circumstances. The activity of remembering that takes place at a
Confederate memorial is narrow and an unnatural memory, in other words it is an idea
masquerading as memory, continuously activated by the Confederate sculpture. The
distinguishing feature between the Comfort Women Memorial as benign and inspirational versus
the harmful effects of the Confederate structure are rooted in the psychological genesis of human
subjectivity that develops in response to, and in conjunction with, memorial structures.
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To dismantle a structure is to challenge power and memory that escalates conflict to
abuse when not mediated properly. Escalation, rather than de-escalation, is the fragile pivot
between conflict and abuse, and occurs when there is a resistance to self-knowledge. Mediation
may present itself in the form of religious leaders seeking resolution or a temporary peace treaty
or, more often, it may arrive in the form of politicians, law enforcement, and blockades, the
erection of physical separations between opposing groups, a wooden police line that shouts “Do
Not Cross;” in other words, the involvement of the state, an entity that has also played a role in
constructing and upholding implied power. The participation of the state is explored in Chapter
Two as the notion of the Big Other that serves as Tier Four in memory transference. Not only is
memory used to build the state, but the state then reinforces memory and, at times, weaponizes it
against its own public. The response to weaponization is violent acting out and a sign that
something cannot be expressed with words.
Fear and anger surrounding a sculpture when it is challenged abrades an open wound, a
painful reminder that innately interwoven in bronze and stone is real flesh and blood. The
entanglement of humans’ will to power with the activity of remembering helps to construct
Confederate objects, while the objects themselves are subjective. In turn, the objects play a role
in the development and reinforcement of human subjectivity. Fallible as the human subjects may
be, in the sense that they, that we all have imperfections and cracks, the psychological genesis of
the Confederate responding to the loss of their fantasy is worth further inquiry because
Confederate fantasy is the beating heart of Confederate ideology.
The following is not meant to diagnose or excuse the racist behavior that has endured;
rather, it is to serve as a means to understanding multiple perspectives and responses. The
previous chapters addressing monuments and memorials place responsibility for physical and

185
ideological construction on the Confederate power creators and memory keepers, exposing the
role language plays in upholding loyalties. Throughout the remainder of this chapter I will be
referring to the same structures as sculptures. Doing so removes them from hierarchical ordering,
and places them in direct contact with the human beings they influence positively and negatively.
It is not my intention to demonize or demoralize those who adhere to or uphold Confederate
aesthetics, rather to seek a better understanding of the complex internal dynamics of the
individual and collective and the ethical nature of their aesthetic endeavors.
Likewise, the inner experience of those who feel oppressed by the sculptures will serve to
illuminate the inherent conflict and expose resulting trauma. The purpose of this comparison is to
demonstrate that those who take a supremacist position share many of the same traits as those
who are traumatized by the supremacist, meaning supremacy is also born from trauma.
Removing the supremacist designations or language from the sculptures in order to place them
face-to-face with the human body demonstrates how the sculptures not only play a role in the
continued oppression of Black culture, but also how the sculptures oppress the same white
supremacist culture from which they were born.
During the years leading into the Civil War, the success of Harriet Beecher-Stowe’s Life
Among the Lowly served as indication that art has the ability to garner sympathy, compassion,
and empathy for those who white culture deemed Other. However, military personnel are not
exempt from being othered either, something that is still prevalent in contemporary culture
where assimilating back into civilian society often becomes stressful and depressing for military
veterans. Lack of mental health support and the stigmas surrounding the acknowledgement of
post-traumatic stress disorder, sometimes leading to life-altering demotions and repositioning
within the institution, continue to contribute to the high suicide rate of military veterans. During
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the 1800s, paired with festering social unrest in response to Western advances in modernity and
the growth of wealth within the capitalist economic model, war was an inevitable response to
those fighting to protect what many considered a God-given right to earn and keep as much as
they could in the way of money and property.
Driven to protect the freedom to create wealth and carve a path for their family’s legacy,
Confederates were Othered by Union politicians and businessmen who opposed the utilization of
enslaved human labor for financial gain. While the Union and Confederacy offered their bodies
for sacrifice to protect their economic freedom, the Confederates were also protecting their
family legacies and their patches of earth. For those soldiers of either side lucky enough to return
home after the Civil War, none were the same, not only because of the brutality inherent in war
but also the confusion, if not loss of self that often accompanies collective missions. Union
veterans returned with the knowledge that they fought the war and won for their president. They
fought, in their perspective, to unify the country and to promote the extension of basic human
rights to those brought to this country and enslaved.
By contrast, Confederate veterans not only lost the war, but also their livelihoods and the
livelihoods of the children who would have inherited their legacy. Their futures were in peril,
and they identified free Black human beings as being a legitimate threat to their capacity to
provide for themselves and their family. As relayed in the W.E.B. Du Bois book Black
Reconstruction in America, which countered the argument posed by loyalists framing the
Confederacy as victims to a Lost Cause, he challenges the notion that the enslaved played no role
in the fight for their freedom. Considering it a labor strike, he says the enslaved had the power to
stop production and threaten the livelihood of Confederates, something they did when they
escaped to the North and left the plantation owners struggling to farm their own land. Escapees
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presented themselves to the Union for the purpose of service, including as soldiers willing to lay
down their life. Their alignment with the Union would force the Confederates to not only
surrender to the Union, but to the Black soldiers they had previously enslaved.
Whereas prior justification by Confederates to enslave others relied partially, and
incorrectly, on the argument that the enslaved were better off on the plantations than as free
individuals, once free their speed and capacity to build a life for themselves proved the
Confederates wrong. As a result, strict limitations were implemented against the formerly
enslaved that greatly impeded their efforts to create a new life. Rights and land granted to newly
freed Blacks were slow to develop if they ever, in fact, materialized. The newly freed Blacks
recognized the only way to gain equality was to participate in political life and secure
representation. However, in their efforts to reconstruct their lives, they were subjected to
continuous racial violence that failed to cease with the Emancipation Proclamation. The creation
and implementation of Jim Crow laws after Reconstruction re-escalated conflict to continue
systemic and state-sponsored abuse.
Turmoil in predominately Black neighborhoods that saw white business owners harass
and terrorize Black business owners was indicative of the largely rural and impoverished postReconstruction South. The Curve neighborhood in Memphis, for example, was the subject of
national outcry following a lynching that challenged the myth of the New South Creed (see fig.
53).
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Fig. 53. Unknown. Image of white cigar seller in front the Black-owned “People’s Grocery
Company” in the Black neighborhood the Curve in Memphis, Tennessee. A History of Racial
Injustice, The Equal Justice Initiative, 9 Mar., calendar.eji.org/racial-injustice/mar/9. Accessed
May 23, 2021.

In March of 1892, a fight over a game of marbles between a Black child and a white child
in front of the Black-owned People’s Grocery led to a white adult beating the Black child. The
owners of the People’s Grocery intervened and the conflict escalated when William Barrett, a
white grocer with a competing store across the street, became involved. Prior to the opening of
the People’s Grocery, a cooperative owned by eleven prominent Black businessmen, William
Barrett had held a monopoly in the neighborhood.
The two grocers on hand throughout the escalation, Will Stewart and Calvin McDowell,
were targeted by a white mob in retribution for the purpose of crippling their business and
terrorizing other Black business owners. Surrounded by the Sheriff and white deputized
plainclothes citizens, the two Black men defended themselves inside their grocery with guns, and
were arrested on the allegation of a Black ambush on white law enforcement. Not reported was
that Stewart and McDowell dropped their weapons when they were made aware the white
citizens had been deputized and that the Sheriff was present. Prior to this revelation, they shot
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two deputized white men in self-defense. While in jail, more white citizens were deputized and
went from house to house hunting Black co-conspirators. Thomas Moss, who was not present
during the shooting, was held responsible for the fictitious conspiracy because he was president
of the grocery co-op. When it was reported that the white men shot by Stewart and McDowell
would live, journalist and activist Ida B. Wells deduced that this meant the Black men would not
be subjected to a death sentence prescribed by the law. However, what was not known at the
time was that a death sentence had already been handed down.
Under the presumably tight constraints of the Memphis jail, it is accepted by today’s
historians that Judge DuBose participated with, or at least cleared the path for, a lynching party
to remove Stewart, McDowell and Moss from the jail after he had rejected numerous writs of
habeas corpus filed by the men’s attorneys. As upwards of fifty to seventy-five white men
participated in the two a.m. kidnapping, it has also been accepted by today’s historians that the
media were alerted ahead of time to cover the executions due to the almost full page detailed
account with accompanying illustration published on March 10, 1892 that went to print less than
twenty-four hours after the lynching of the three grocers. After the death of Stewart, McDowell
and Moss, the rival white grocer, William Barrett, purchased the People’s Grocery, thus
eliminating a Black grocery store to serve the Black community.
The Lynching Sites Project, a Memphis-based nonprofit that researches lynching victims
and works to place a memorial marker at each identified lynching site, has placed a marker to
share the story of conflict that escalated to violence (see fig. 54).
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Fig. 54. Machnitzki, Thomas R. Plaque to the lynching victims of the People’s Grocery in
Memphis, TN. KUOW, Sharon Pavelda, 10 Dec. 2015, archive.kuow.org/post/memphismovement-mark-lynching-sites. Accessed May 23, 2001.

The story pieced together from witness accounts and the published newspaper article
describe unimaginable trauma, the sharing of which leaves an indelible imprint on the audience.
The written word moves emotions and asks the audience to mourn and feel empathy and
compassion for an event that we do not have direct access to except for decades-old accounts
from within the traumatic event. Excluded are several events that led to the lynching, as well as a
full understanding of the level of anger and desperation felt by the impoverished white business
owners who most likely lost family in the Civil War, felt the financial ramifications of war, or
were military veterans themselves. This does not absolve the murderers of their crime, of course,
but understanding the racial climate at the time helps to paint a fuller picture of the underlying
tension and resentment.
Racial violence was a normalized response for a generation not yet removed from the
systemic abuse that was slavery. The abusive practice of slavery evolved into the abusive
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practice of terrorism in order to exact revenge, warn Black business owners against conducting
business, and unleash fury against all who white culture considered the scapegoats for their
problems. In the minds of many white Southerners, and oftentimes not proven otherwise, the law
was on their side to instigate, escalate, and abuse as the perpetrators saw fit.
Although the origins of supremacy extend further back historically than can be untangled
and articulated with certainty or accuracy, the U.S. had an opportunity to halt the continuation of
racial violence and abuse after the Civil War by creating and enforcing laws to protect the newly
freed and vulnerable. Sadly, these laws did not transpire, and any law that was written regarding
equality was not observed by the resistant South who felt their power faltering. Nietzsche
equates the desire for supremacy to human’s will to power, placing the onus of responsibility on
human nature and biology. Darwinism, along with Nietzsche’s übermensche, or superman, are
theories that, taken together, combine the science of the survival of the fittest coupled with
human’s competitive will to be the fittest.
Sometimes translated as “super,” the German word “über” means “above,” with many
scholars arguing that in the context of Nietzsche it be recognized as meaning “supreme.” With its
roots in Ancient Greece, and serving partly as a postmortem document addressing the
weaknesses of Athens during the Peloponnesian War, Plato’s Republic is a poetic blueprint of
how to establish a just society by utilizing a three-tiered system that includes rulers, soldiers, and
producers that rely on just laws and the obeyance of soldiers and producers to authority.
Attention is given to the mental and physical attributes that construct a soldier, which has in turn
been accentuated in Greek sculptures from the same time period to demonstrate what these
attributes look like. Today we see the same attributes mirrored in military sculptures, including
those of the Confederacy.
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Superior physical, emotional, and mental strength are what is required for a well-rounded
soldier. The description of the ideal soldier, the soldier of Sparta who defeated Athens, is a
model to which Western culture continues to subscribe to. One way in which Nietzsche’s
übermensche attempts to loosen the Platonic ideal is by refusing to use it to identify “man” in the
singular, but “man” as the collective. The übermensche, according to Nietzsche, must strive for
supreme achievement. Today’s Neo-Nazi movement extends Nietzsche’s interpretation of
supreme achievement as meaning the supreme human being whose mission it is to protect the
supreme human race.
All this is to say, not much has changed between the Confederate soldiers who saw
themselves as the defeated soldiers of Athens, and their contemporary counterparts who have yet
to exhaust their efforts to regroup and establish themselves as supreme beings. A difference in
name is not a difference in supremacist ideology. Whether they refer to themselves as
supremacists or not, and many of the groups do not use the specific word “supremacist” because
of the implied negative connotations, theirs is a belief that one skin color is superior to all
others.
Violent lynching stories are passed down from generation to generation in order to
remember the horrors of racial violence imposed upon the Black body; literature and visual art
are also shared from generation to generation to demonstrate violence resulting from war. Just as
slavery and lynching stories have the ability to conjure intense feelings of sadness, anger, and
injustice, the same feelings are present in the contemporary Confederate who feels they are still
fighting a civil war. Before examining the difference between the unrecovered traumatized Black
person and the unknowingly traumatized white supremacist, it is necessary to consider the
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horrors of war felt by both sides when the lines between who is fighting for “good” and who is
fighting for “evil” are equalized on a battlefield.
Photographs and field sketches during times of war, such as the ones created by Alfred
Rudolph Waud, helped then, as they do today, to present a picture of the horrors of war (see figs.
55 & 56).

Fig. 55. O’Sullivan, Timothy. Stereograph of Civil War sketch artist Alfred Rudoph Waud at
Devil’s Den in Gettysburg circa July 1863. Gettysburg Daily, Photographs and Prints Division,
Library of Congress, 10 Feb. 2011, www.gettysburgdaily.com/ar-wauds-death-of-reynoldssketch/. Accessed May 24, 2021.

Fig. 56. Waud, Alfred Rudolph. Death of Reynolds. Gettysburg Daily, Photographs and Prints
Division, Library of Congress, 10 Feb. 2011, www.gettysburgdaily.com/ar-wauds-death-ofreynolds-sketch/. Accessed May 24, 2021.
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Paintings of battle scenes such as the Battle of Brandy Station by contemporary artist
Don Troiani, and photographs such as Alexander Gardner’s Home of a Rebel Sharpshooter, give
insight into the trauma that would otherwise have been shielded from civilians (see figs. 57 &
58).

Fig. 57. Troiani, Don. Painting of a Confederate counterattack at the Battle of Brandy Station
June 9, 1863. The American Civil War 150 Years Ago Today, Blogger Wolfshield, 10 Jun. 2013,
civilwarsesquicentdaily-wolfshield.blogspot.com/2013/06/june-9-1863.html. Accessed May 24,
2021.

Fig. 58. Gardner, Alexander. Home of a Rebel Sharpshooter. KnowledgeNuts, Admin Micah,
2021, knowledgenuts.com/staging-civil-war-photographs/. Accessed May 24, 2021.
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Gardner says about this photograph, “What visions, of loved ones far away, may have
hovered above his stony pillow! What familiar voices may he not have heard, like whispers
beneath the roar of battle, as his eyes grew heavy in their long, last sleep” (Gardner). Gardner
would not have been at the battlefield immediately after the battle and many of the dead would
have already been buried by the time he arrived. In 1893, Gardner’s photography assistant
allegedly confirmed to journalist J. Watson Porter, that Gardner staged the bodies he found in
order to maximize the impact on the audience, at times including props and weaving stories of
soldiers anxiously lying in wait until being blindsided by a bullet. About the practice of staging,
Gardner did so not only to rapidly bring the images of war home to families, but to move the
public’s sentiment about the war, and create mnemonic devices to memory (Admin).
For many, war is a romantic tragedy that conjures images of letters between lovers, pleas
for loyalty, last goodbyes, and the awakened awareness that life is precious. There is a hero and a
villain, but the hero will most likely be the one within whom an individual envisions themselves.
In more modern times, for the enlisted, those thinking of enlisting, and those who have already
served, the words of John McCrae’s “In Flanders Fields”2 has become universally regarded as a
poem of remembrance that has aided in the recruitment for war efforts. Written during the first
World War, the last stanza:
Take up our quarrel with the foe:
To you from failing hands we throw
The torch; be yours to hold it high.
If ye break faith with us who die
We shall not sleep, though poppies grow
In Flanders fields.
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In his book The Great War and Modern Memory, U.S. military critic Paul Fussell brings
to light the propagandistic messaging in the notions of passing the torch and breaking faith with
those who have perished (Barber). There is a hint of guilt and shame embedded in the call to not
only remember, but to remain loyal to country and comrades. There is a warning, the unrest of
souls and ghosts that will haunt, if loyalty is abandoned. Fussell, a military veteran himself, is
interested in the constructed myths and the stark realities of war, refusing to privilege one over
the other. Critics of Fussell, like Canadian scholar Nancy Holmes, argue that his entire tome of
criticism directed at literary depictions of war is rooted in theory and fails to consider the human
condition of the soldier. Whether the critics are warranted in their complaints or not, the conflict
between myth and reality endures, as do the accusations of misunderstandings of human
subjectivity. Open for consideration are the questions around how one can truly understand the
pain of someone else without having experienced loss in the same way, and furthermore, who
has the authority to tell the mourning how to grieve.
While caring for the wounded deep within the Civil War battlefields, Walt Whitman
writes what are considered by many to be the most powerful poems depicting life at the time.
Cutting to the heart of human subjectivity, Whitman places the soldiers and civilians on the
common collective ground of suffering. “Beat! Beat! Drums!” is a reminder of the type of
warfare modern society will never experience, the steady crawl of looming danger that makes its
presence known through the echoes of steady strikes on the horizon. The poem expresses
anxious uncertainty about the future while assuring the audience that life will never be the same
again, asking the question, Is it even possible to carry on as before? The delivery of the news of
the injury of a child to parents tending their Ohio farm on a quiet autumn day in “Come Up from
the Fields Father” tears at the heart as the author reveals the news he holds that the child is, in
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fact, never coming home. The reader’s sobs are stuck in the throat much like those of the
daughter who is comforting her mother. “The Wound Dresser”3 is a graphic account of the
infirmary depicting several wounded including a soldier who cannot bare to look at his bloody
stump, the putrid smell of gangrene settling into flesh, the glazed eyes of one who is slowly
dying while the author sits with impending death. By the end of the third stanza Whitman has
pledged:
I am faithful, I do not give out,
The fractur’d thigh, the knee, the wound in the abdomen,
These and more I dress with impassive hand, (yet deep in my breast
a fire, a burning flame) (Whitman).
Whitman’s anti-journalistic and anti-narrative accounts implore the audience to bear
witness, igniting a flame within those who spend time with his prose. His illumination of the
soldier’s condition gives an intimate account that becomes more and more unfamiliar with each
passing minute. Does the same flame burn as hot in those who are still fighting the Civil War
today? At what point does faithfulness burn out? Those still mourning have yet to resolve how to
remain faithful to the observation of pain and suffering without inflicting more pain and
suffering. Perhaps the emotional attachment to pain and suffering is how we find ourselves in
someone else’s pain and suffering or how a deep connection to someone else’s pain and
suffering stays with us long after their own traumatic moment has passed.
A human being who walks into certain death, stands with bravery to take a bayonet to the
chest, and sacrifices his body so that others may live, must be a god. Those who reach god-like
status are awarded monuments and memorials. To think of them as mere mortals risks stripping
them of the fortitude they gained when they left civilian life, and yet it is clear that the enslaved
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and subsequent generations of free Blacks were also trudging a battlefield both literally and
metaphorically, while still paying with their lives.
Much of what has been discussed thus far refers to the moments leading up to the Civil
War and the response in the aftermath, but there is no point of origin for supremacist behavior.
Conflict between human beings has, and will, continue to exist, however, it does not need to
escalate to the point of abuse. Philosophical mediation is necessary in order to allow for a
multiplicity of voices to be heard, whether the voices make the audience uncomfortable or not.
The goal of this project is to bracket escalating factors that swell to abuse then recede to conflict;
in other words, ebbs and flows that consider the ontology of the object as the departure point for
considering new perspectives rather than the origin of conflict. The word monument signals an
origin of conflict, the word memorial signals an origin of conflict as well. However, when we
strip away the designations and look at the sculptures as objects, we begin to see the individuals
and the collectives that are in conflict.
The difficult part in undertaking this project is pinpointing intention and sifting through
terminology that situates supremacist-generated conflict as a binary. This binary looks like good
versus evil, wrong versus right, remembering versus forgetting, loyalty versus disloyalty, and
supremacy versus inferiority. However, supremacy is not a binary; it takes many forms that
include those who are deliberately polemic for the purpose of starting a race war and those that
remain faithful and loyal in remembrance. The split that makes supremacy difficult to address
happens within the ideology of supremacy itself, between those who embrace and exploit their
supremacy, those who believe their supremacy is conditional, and those who avoid
acknowledging that societal structure supports them as supreme individuals. Confederate
sculptures become ground zero for discussions of supremacy, loci for conflict. Unmediated, they
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escalate conflict either by reinforcing supremacist thinking or inflaming the oppressed. They
serve as mirrors, works of art, historical relics, and sworn enemies.
On the macro, big media level, news headlines regarding controversy around sculptures
like Silent Sam and Nathan Bedford Forrest are easily accessible and widely circulated,
especially after a disruptive event (see figs. 59 & 60).

Fig. 59. Unknown. Cleaning of Silent Sam at University of North Carolina (UNC) Chapel Hill
after protest August 29, 2017. Chapelboro. Dakota Moyer, 20 Aug. 2019,
chapelboro.com/news/unc/silent-sam-timeline-confederate-monument-unc-chapel-hill. Accessed
May 25, 2021.
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Fig. 60. Breig, Andrew J. Cleaning of Nathan Bedford Forrest sculpture in Memphis, TN. The
Daily News, Bill Dries, 20 Aug. 2015, www.memphisdailynews.com/news/2015/aug/20/finalforrest-statue-vote-moves-controversy-into-planning-stage/. Accessed May 25, 2021.

When accessing information, it is easy to assume that the problem is over there, not here,
not mine, it is easy to forget the number of Confederate sculptures that infiltrate the landscape. It
may be assumed that the problem is not as widespread as what is being reported, when in reality,
it permeates every corner of the U.S. Artist Faith Ringgold identified a similar disconnect
between reporting in the media and the reality and desperation of the situation arising during the
Civil Rights Movement. Her 1972 work United States of Attica was a response to the reporting
that racial violence and police brutality against Black people was an isolated incident (see fig.
61).
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Fig. 61. Ringgold, Faith. The United States of Attica. The Billops-Hatch Library, Emory
Libraries and Information Technology, billops-hatch.library.emory.edu/camille-billopsactivist.html. Accessed May 25, 2021.
By creating a work of art that illustrated the locations of numerous other “isolated
incidents,” Ringgold demonstrated that the violence was not isolated but widespread. The
collection of the incidents on a cohesive plane, in this instance a map of the U.S., was an
undisputable representation of a pattern of the country’s history with racial violence.
Today the same illustrative technique applied to the location of Confederate sculptures
also reveals a pattern (see fig. 62).
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Fig. 62. Southern Poverty Law Center (SPLC) map of publicly sponsored Confederate symbols
as of 2016. Blunt Force Truth, 17 Aug. 2017, bluntforcetruth.com/news/hit-list-cnn-publishesmap-of-confederate-monuments-in-u-s/. Accessed May 25, 2021.

Most telling it confirms what is already known, that Confederate sculptures have been
produced en-masse in order to march across the landscape and claim their stake in individual
communities. While it has previously been assumed, we know today the volume of sculptures to
be high because of detailed tracking by the Southern Poverty Law Center. The map of sponsored
Confederate symbols identified seven-hundred-eighteen as Confederate monuments and
sculptures in 2016. While the number of publicly sponsored sculptures has decreased, privately
sponsored sculptures continue to be installed.
In addition to up-to-date monitoring of sculptures being erected and removed, the
extensive research conducted by art historian Sarah Beetham, PhD. into the methodology behind
construction and placement reveals the extent to which sculptures were reproduced for the
purpose of populating the country, detailing the process of reproduction and bringing into
question their designation as works of art.
The process Beetham examines is akin to assembly line work where the patron can order
a statue with either a Union uniform or a Confederate uniform. Even the facial features remain
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the same. Walter Benjamin speaks to the power of mass production when he argues the potential
benefits of mechanical reproduction for the purpose of mobilizing the proletariat and inspiring
action. The naïve optimism of his thesis, which his friend and fellow theorist Theodore Adorno
addresses in a letter to Benjamin, is the lack of consideration that the art form easily reproduced
could also be easily appropriated and weaponized for the purpose of spreading propaganda. As I
mention in previous chapters, Confederate culture formed as a result of the split between
financial interests of the Union and Confederacy. The Confederacy correlates the Union to the
bourgeoisie, and the Confederates adopt, what they believe to be, the rightful position of the
oppressed proletariat. Whereas Benjamin uses film as an example of an art form that holds the
possibility and potentiality to unite and empower a group for political mobilization, Beetham
illustrates how Confederates realize Benjamin’s hypothesis through the use of sculptures.
The army of Confederate sculptures that spread across the country become the
Confederate’s form of mobilization after the Civil War and, again, leading into the Civil Rights
Movement. The campaign to populate the country with as many Confederate sculptures as
possible serves to remember, traumatize, re-traumatize, and instill fear. It also performs another
function: to serve in the development of consciousness. On the development of consciousness,
psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan places its beginnings in childhood. He develops the function of
visual recognition in his scholarship on the theory of the mirror-phase, which situates an
individual’s recognition of self in relation to the first time they hold their own image in their own
gaze in a mirror. He posits a child’s capability for recognition of self happens at roughly six
months old, however, with the recognition of the “I,” and the discordance with reality that ensues
with the developing understanding of symbols, a dialectical synthesis is sought. The activity of
seeking synthesis may begin in the mirror-phase, but it is never-ending.
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In the mirror-phase, the ego is situated by the Ideal “I,” or the notion of “I” that develops
as a result of the first reflections of self the child sees. They recognize that when they move their
arm, the child in the mirror moves their arm too. If the child in the mirror cries in pain, then there
is a recognition that the child-subject looking at the image is crying, too. There is no social
interference during the interaction between the child and their Ideal self, allowing for the Ideal
“I” to follow a fictional direction. In other words, the Ideal “I” is internalized as a truth
unobstructed by the words and actions of others. It is an unchallenged relationship within the
individual to self. What makes it fictional, is that the Ideal “I” cannot remain in a protective
cocoon.
Once language is imposed upon a child in the form of speech, it challenges the self-image
the child has formed. The child searches to resolve the discord between the fantasy Ideal “I,” or
the self-generated image, and the reality. This discord is not to say that language and speech
form a universal reality but that language and speech form the child’s reality. A child may
wonder at the mechanics of their body and take pride in reaching physical milestones. However,
language and behavior of others that existed prior to the child are imposed upon the child and the
child eventually begins to reform their image of self, for example, the wonderment and pride
they feel when they identify facial features, pointing to a nose or mouth. Within the closed circle
of their environment, if pride and intelligence are supported and celebrated, then the child’s
confidence level will increase. However, if it is challenged during development while reaching
new milestones, the child is told they are wrong or stupid, language contradicts the earlier
milestones that made them feel empowered and confident. A negotiation takes place between
what they believe about themselves and what they are told about themselves.

205
The child’s visual recognition, or the imaginary, along with the inclusion of language, or
the symbolic, are considered the two main stages in the development of consciousness. The
mediation between the inner dialogue and the outer dialogue continues with a search for “if not
me, who?” meaning, if the Ideal “I” is not the embodiment of what it was previously believed to
be, in this example, intelligent, then who embodies this attribute? The child searches, and it is a
search and mediation that takes place for the rest of their life. They look for mirrors that reflect
who they are or who they are told they are supposed to be. For a child negotiating a traumatic
contradiction that implants doubt, they look to the source for an explanation. If the message they
receive comes from a contradictory source, one that berates while providing food and shelter,
thus holding a position of power over the child, the child may look to this source as the
embodiment of the Ideal. Misplaced trust and loyalty could potentially be a mediation and
negotiation that follows them into adulthood, perhaps even never ceasing.
There is no equity in the dichotomy; it is better to be one than the other and there is no
room for nuance within supremacy. Supremacy means supreme, not “better than,” but “the best.”
It can take forms other than white, including male, political, and religious etc. Although this
writing deals with white supremacy, many of the other forms overlap. Within many white
households in the U.S., support for white supremacy falls into one of the three primary categories
mentioned previously: those who embrace and exploit their supremacy, those who believe
supremacy is conditional, and those who avoid acknowledging they benefit from white
supremacy.
Those who embrace white supremacy will “Other” the BIPOC community, for example,
and raise their children to do the same; such an ideology forms the base of their family structure.
If they consider themselves to be nationalists, they subscribe to an ideology that views the U.S.
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as being a superior nation to all others and believe superiority should be exercised. If they
consider themselves to be white nationalists, they consider a predominantly white U.S. to be a
superior nation to all others and should be exercised. They may argue for a separation of the
races based on the right of preference or argue the biological necessity of racial purity for the
survival of the white race, however, for the supremacist, the argument rests on the belief that
their skin color is superior. Their arguments are dogmatic and support a way of living and being
that adhere to the notion that they are biologically superior. They will reject seeking or learning
about another’s subjective experience because the white supremacist’s experience is the only one
that matters. They do not want their own subjectivity challenged.
Those who believe their supremacy is conditional form, quite possibly, the largest group
of supremacists. It is apparent in voting, with adherence to dog whistle politics, meaning the use
of coded language that disenfranchises the BIPOC community under the auspices of economic
responsibility and growth. If they consider themselves to be patriots, they adopt a defensive
position for the purpose of preservation. If they consider themselves to be Confederate patriots,
they adopt a defensive position for the preservation of the Confederacy. In journalist Rick
Perlstein’s article on political strategist Lee Atwater for The Nation, Perlstein gives context to
the now famous “Southern Strategy” implemented by Atwater. He says:
In 1981, Atwater, after a decade as South Carolina’s most effective Republican operative,
was working in Ronald Reagan’s White House when he was interviewed by Alexander
Lamis, a political scientist at Case Western Reserve University. Lamis published the
interview without using Atwater’s name in his 1984 book The Two-Party South. Fifteen
years later—and eight years after Atwater passed away from cancer—Lamis republished
the interview in another book using Atwater’s name (Perlstein).
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In its entirety, the interview is forty-two minutes, and at some point, Atwater asks Lamis if they
are “off the record,” prompting Lamis to not publish Atwater’s name in 1984. In the full context
of the interview, Atwater is describing his political tactics, how language has shifted, and how he
is able to reach voters by using coded abstractions. It is a way for politicians to recruit Southern
racists without sounding racist themselves. In the most incriminating excerpt Atwater says:
You start out in 1954 by saying, N*##@r…..By 1968 you can’t say “n*##@r-that hurts
you, backfires. So you say stuff like, uh, forced busing, states’ rights, and all that stuff,
and you’re getting so abstract. Now you’re talking about cutting taxes, and all these
things you’re talking about are totally economic things and a byproduct of them is, blacks
get hurt worse than whites...”We want to cut this,” is much more abstract than even the
busing thing, uh, and a hell of a lot more abstract than “N*##@r, n*##@r (Atwater).
Atwater’s target audience, the conditional racists, makes up the target audience for white
supremacist recruitment, or those who proclaim “I’m not racist but…” They argue they have
BIPOC friends but vote for self-interests that ultimately limit the power and rights of their
friends, and cry out “but what about Black on Black crime” and “all lives matter” in protest.
They believe the color of their neighbor’s skin causes their homes to be devalued, refuse to rent
commercial space to Black business owners for fear of the BIPOC customers they will attract,
and build brick and concrete low income housing with the word “garden” in the development’s
name for the purpose of giving the illusion of attaining the Ideal. They may or may not
participate in the construction of white myths, but they subscribe to defend the myths.
Conditional racists can be friendly, dismissive, exploitative, and perhaps even
philanthropic, until their supremacist position is challenged. They view society as a hierarchical
ordering of human subjectivity that will shift in balance if they relinquish material wealth and if
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their taxes fund government programs they have never had to utilize. Their position will be
legitimized when abuse of power comes to light within the government funded organization, for
example: “see, so-and-so didn’t use the grant for their daycare, but for a garage full of expensive
cars. Therefore, the government should stop giving money to childcare organizations.”
Supremacy is reduced to relativism, and examples that support supremacy will be used for the
justification of supremacy.
The conditional racist may or may not adhere to an argument of biological superiority,
but are engaged in the survival of the fittest while making sure they are always the fittest. They
say equal opportunities exist, and they support equal opportunities, but will not support a shift in
the institutional structure that would provide equitable competition. They may care for and
respect their BIPOC friends and co-workers, maybe even in-laws and other family additions, but
financial self-interest will prevail. They will refuse learning about another’s subjective
experience because they are aware their own subjectivity is fragile, even if they cannot identify
why. For them, inquiring about the lived experience of a BIPOC person does not lead to a new
way of seeing rather doubt and resentment.
The third group who avoid acknowledging their supremacy, in this context, are less
malicious than they sound. They may say, “My family is color-blind; we don’t see differences in
people,” thus implying that skin color has not shaped experience or individuality both positive
and negative. Even while holding picket signs and protesting side-by-side with “Black Lives
Matter,” the thought of teaching their children the concept of “driving while white,” which is to
say driving without fear of racial profiling by police, does not cross their minds. Because it does
not exist in a negative context for them, they will forget to explain to their children why the
experience of a white driver is different from that of BIPOC drivers.
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The avoidant supremacist expects personal safety and does not hesitate to go bird
watching in the park, go for a run in a new neighborhood, or ask for help from a stranger. When
ordinary activities in which they partake lead to the murder of a Black person, they will not be as
quick to ask: “what were they doing there” or “why were they doing that?” They may recognize
themselves in the victim and recognize how their white skin color affords them a layer of
protection and invisibility. Out of the three groups, they will be least likely to reject another’s
subjective experience, oftentimes willing and able to shift positions as their consciousness shifts.
As their consciousness shifts, they ask questions and seek answers that challenge the supremacist
structure, which is eventually understood and accepted as white privilege, or the privileges
granted to them for being white. The avoidant supremacist is not a cynical participant in
ideology; they are innocent, and waking up from their sleepwalk takes a great deal of work on
their part.
All three examples are relegated to what happens within a cross-section of white U.S.
homes prior to children entering into a public domain and interacting with peer groups. That is
not to say these are the only ways in which white culture exercises supremacy, or that the
examples provide a clear and definitive separation between groups. For many in white culture,
the groups overlap with varying degrees under one roof or in one family structure. All three
groups may even define the evolution of consciousness within one individual. However, it is
within this framework that white children are then sent out into the world, to interact with the
public armed with the tools given to them by their family of origin.
A family’s relationship to supremacy behavior, coupled with the exposure, or lack of
exposure, of children to trauma, form the lens through which the child sees the world. Their
propensity to hold fast to their family’s ideology, or remain open to understanding children and
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adults who do not look like them, becomes part of the mediation between their Ideal “I” and the
rest of the world. If their family makes them believe they are lesser-than through either language
and/or violence, they may believe they are. A fight for recognition ensues, where the child is
rewarded with a sense of belonging when they demonstrate familial loyalty. Loyalty is not
necessarily negative; it may be to a positive family tradition, such as the child carrying on the
family legacy by attending a university their parent and grandparent attended. Loyalty to a
negative family tradition might mean protecting a pattern of generational molestation within the
family. Through the child’s dependence on the family, a code of ethics within the family is
established and tradition continues. If part of family tradition is predicated on exercising
superiority over others, the child’s loyalty to familial tradition will be to exercise superiority over
someone else. Overcoming family loyalty and breaking a negative pattern can feel like the
ultimate betrayal internally, as loyalty splits. Split loyalty can happen within children or adults as
change occurs and the family structure does not align with one’s outside perceptual experience.
Further along in the development of subjectivity, the mirror becomes less literal and takes
the form of mirrors in culture and society, a search for self-recognition. Confrontation by people
and ideas who challenge the notion of the self, for some, becomes unnerving and anxietyinducing. Facing something or someone other than what is like them makes them feel less
significant, less superior. They bully to show dominance. Bullying may present itself in verbal or
physical form, but also in withholding for no reason other than to maintain supremacy, or at least
the illusion of supremacy. Ingrained with a deep sense of faithfulness and loyalty to supremacist
ideology, a confrontation with the Other may even feel like a threat to a way of Being and a
reminder of mortality. For the Confederate, turning away from adherence to loyalty may also be
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seen as dropping the torch of those who have fallen to protect their supremacy, while also
serving as an excuse for racism.
Subjectivity exposed to supremacy language that synthesizes with the fictitious self is
subjectivity born from abuse. Supremacy, at its very core, is the belief that one being is superior
to another. Whether it is white, male, religious, political, or another, those raised in an
environment managed by supremacy are raised in fear and control rather than love and
acceptance. For example, a home of male supremacy places females in fear of what may happen
when they are unfaithful or disloyal to the system; a home of religious or political supremacy
enforces loyalty to dogma or a god to be feared rather than cultivating a free-thinking zone,
creating fear of rejection of all kinds. Supremacy and trauma can co-exist under one roof, as well
as within one body. In her book Conflict is Not Abuse: Overstating Harm, Community
Responsibility, and the Duty of Repair, Sarah Schulman establishes a differentiation between
conflict and abuse, locating the hinge between the two as escalation, or the point where critical
moments occur that push conflict in different directions.
She opens Chapter Five on escalation with German philosopher Martin Heidegger’s
quote: “Everyone is the other, and no one is himself” from his book Being and Time (Schulman
00:00:15-18). The book Being and Time will be revisited in following chapters, as the notion of
the Confederate sculpture as ontological object of interpretation is revealed. However,
Schulman’s use of Heidegger’s quote to show the correlation between the unrecovered
traumatized and the supremacist further builds on the status of the supremacist as the other
before she circles back to explain why this is detrimental to understanding the development of
human subjectivity.
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It is my assertion that Confederate sculptures are escalators, and the continued resistance
to addressing them as escalators is an indicator of resistance to self-knowledge. Recognizing
them as escalators questions their supremacy, questions the supremacy of the people who
construct them, and recognizes their constructors as fallible human beings. The term fallible in
this context, borrowed from French philosopher Paul Ricœur, means delicate and vulnerable but
not yet broken. The fractured fallible human has cracks in their façade, with pressure against the
façade causing either buckling or crumbling.
In Fallible Man when Ricœur says that consciousness is not a given, but a task, he is
saying it is an action. Like human will and memory, consciousness is an activity. Schulman says
that through conscious activity, which includes acknowledgment of pressure points and moments
of escalation, sources of conflict are either revealed or obscured. Obscuring is a condition of
supremacy, where one adopts the stance that they are entitled to obscure information about harm
with which they may be associated. This obscurification presents itself in the form of ignoring
and omitting information or framing it as “neutral.” Schulman says that for the supremacist,
telling the truth becomes more horrible than the truth itself.
Additionally, I assert that the danger for many supremacists is that they believe their truth
to be infallible; for them, there is no other truth, no difference between the truth that is felt and
the truth itself. Schulman speaks of the gap between the ideal imagined self and the real self, the
space that would otherwise be sealed by synthesis according to Lacan. However, when the gap is
not synthesized there is a halting, a buckling in the development of consciousness. In this
instance, the ideal self is in danger of overriding the real self, ignoring the consequences of
reality.
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Sometimes synthesis takes place in genealogical discovery, where the past transgressions
or successes of ancestors contribute to the construction of the contemporary individual’s identity.
The idea of a people, brotherhood, or clan further satiates the desire to belong and bridges the
gap between the past and present of “my” people. Schulman argues that ancestors are not
representations of us in the present, even our own previous actions may not represent us in the
present; instead, faith and loyalty sidesteps mistakes of the past. The supremacist does not want
to admit mistakes. The language surrounding Confederate statues uphold the language of the
supremacist, whether intentionally or not, by masquerading as neutral and refusing to admit to or
take responsibility for mistakes because to admit to error for them is to admit a weakness.
Admitting to error also rattles the self-image of the illusion and protective shield of white
supremacist infallibility. To neutralize error and omit it entirely, especially as it pertains to
language and inaction surrounding Confederate statues, is to be a co-conspirator, to play the role
of an enabler who opens the space for slippage. Conflict easily slides into abuse when mediation
is absent.
Schulman likens the behavior of the supremacist to the behavior of unrecovered victims
of trauma because of the way both groups hold fast and tight to self-identity for the purpose of
self-preservation, many times at the peril of their own happiness and integrity. The refusal to
hear information, or engage in self-interrogation, exposes a lack of flexibility. Both are operating
from a place of fragility, the supremacist’s lack of flexibility is as a result of feeling right, and
the unrecovered traumatized as a result of feeling shame. However, when it is considered that the
supremacist is also the victim of unrecovered trauma, the same lack of flexibility that preserves
the illusion of identity becomes enmeshed; the feeling of being right operates alongside and
within the feeling of shame. Personal identity hides under shame, less likely to expose its soft
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belly by engaging in exercises of truth-telling. For example, admitting exposure to violence or
addiction within the childhood home becomes a point of shame and yet it informs the way in
which one relates to others and the world around them. When confronted with the possibility (not
even probability) of danger, or a threat to expose hidden identity and shame, cruelty absorbed
from one place is projected onto another.
At one point in time racial difference, specifically the belief in white superiority, was
presented as an informed medical opinion based on faulty science. It was, as Kirk Savage
demonstrates in Standing Soldiers, a driving force behind early racial theory as devised by
naturalist Samuel George Morton, who rejected the Christian notion of the creation story, or
monogenism, in favor of the idea that humans were broken into divisions of different species, or
polygenism. Morton’s theory of craniology, or the correlation between brain size and
intelligence, was illustrated by Josiah Clark Nott and George Gliddon in their book Types of
Mankind in 1854 (see fig. 63).
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Fig. 63. Nott, Josiah Clark. Illustration of craniology theory in Types of Mankind from 1854.
Amodern, Robin Veder, Oct. 2014, amodern.net/article/seeing-skeleton-feeling-form/. Accessed
May 26, 2021.
In Nott and Gliddon’s illustration of racial hierarchy they have placed the white man,
represented by the Greek sculpture of the Apollo Belvedere, at the very top with the Black man in
the middle just above a chimpanzee. Not only is the use of the Apollo Belvedere indicative of the
scientific interest in classical sculpture, but Savage says Nott and Gliddon’s book was “the most
widely discussed racial treatise of the antebellum period”(Savage 9).
Savage says the Apollo Belvedere, once regarded in the Western canon of art history as
epitomizing the Ideal human being, served as the metric of humanity that moved from a
representation of high culture and classical civilization to a representation of whiteness. The use
of Apollo Belvedere as a model, as opposed to Zeus, was a calculated decision meant to
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demonstrate the value of intellectualism over animal-like strength. The comparison to an animal
was reserved for the depiction of the Black man, intentionally depicted to blur the lines between
human and animal.
The notion of racial supremacy was constructed on a fallacy of racial hierarchy based on
biology that is regularly challenged, not least of all by art historians who have since discovered
many of the sculptures used by racial taxonomists were based on inferior Roman reproductions
of Greek statues. A defense of white supremacy slips out from under itself to readjust when
biology-based racism is unable to withstand the critique that it is no longer a useful ideology.
Racial categories are not relevant as racial mixing makes it harder to categorize humans based on
biological race, and racial categories have never accounted for migratory patterns of human
beings and environmental adaptability. Social structures have largely been ignored and ethnic
identity is haphazardly explained as hereditary genetic traits.
White supremacists understand the instability of biologically-based racial science and
continue to recalibrate their position. Re-positing white supremacy as loyalty to racial purity,
rather than adhering to racial superiority, the argument shifts to preservation of European white
lineage and fear of extinction. The argument aligns itself with environmental sciences, asking the
question: If, as a people we are so concerned with the preservation of pure animal species, why
are we not as concerned when it comes to the preservation of the purity of race of human
beings? A perceived attack on their identity happens when white people have children with
BIPOC people, or what white supremacists call white genocide, a term coined and popularized
by David Lane, a member of the white nationalist group The Order, in 1995.
By defaulting to arguments that ignore human subjectivity, white supremacists attempt to
obscure their own desires and dismiss the problem of racism. In doing so, they project a history
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of ideology onto a present that is increasingly resistant to abuse. When Schulman says that
supremacy is a refusal of self-knowledge, I agree to the extent that it is a refusal when
information is presented to someone who believes racism is conditional. At this point, when
confronted with a reality that something they have regarded as neutral is, in fact, racist, they
make a conscious choice to disagree or accept the statement. Transitioning from unconscious
participation to conscious acknowledgment is painful and oftentimes leads the conditional racist
to shield themselves using tradition and loyalty. In other words, it does not serve them to reexamine a system into which they were born, have benefited from generationally, and from
which they continue to benefit. Being awakened from ideology places the participant in the
category of innocent prior to the moment of confrontation; yet once confronted they move from
innocent to cynical, the cynical being the participant who Slavoj Zizek says knows exactly what
they are doing and does it anyway.
I do not agree that the willful supremacist, the one who consciously chooses supremacy
even when it has proven to be harmful, refuses self-knowledge completely. The supremacist
refuses self-discovery and growth because examining the trauma that supports their ideology is
too painful to address or doing the work to uncover the trauma is flat out rejected. It is also
possible that the trauma is normalized, and not recognized as trauma by the supremacist. It is my
belief that a degree of self-awareness exists and is embraced, even if it goes against the
understanding of those who do not subscribe to supremacist ideology. That is not to say that
someone who embraces and fights aggressively to maintain a position of supremacy is incapable
of softening their stance to look at all as being equal, just that the roots of racism stretch far
deeper than acceptance versus rejection of racism. Their self-knowledge does not develop
alongside the subjectivity of others, but in an echo chamber maintained through communities
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they recruit and cultivate. Growth for them is a threat and their cultivated community is their
shelter. By staying they ward off development and achieve pseudo self-mastery, or a false
illusion of self-control.
Tony Kaye’s 1998 film, American History X, follows the story of Derek Vinyard
(Edward Norton) as he embraces, then renounces, white supremacy and desperately tries to
dissuade his brother Danny from following in his flawed footsteps (see fig. 64).

Fig. 64. Kaye, Tony. Film-still from American History X. New Line Cinema, 30 Oct. 1998.
Accessed May 26, 2021.
In the last scene of the film the audience is left to wonder what actions Derek will take as
a result of the retaliatory murder of Danny. Does the cycle of racial violence continue? Will he
renounce his renouncement of white supremacy and seek retribution? Nietzsche would say that
the will to power is most inherent when one is not participating in the master/slave dialectic, but
mastering the power within by way of self-discipline. Self-mastery is therefore the way in which
man fully realizes his will to power, not by continuing the paradigm shift between master/slave.
However, self-mastery runs counter to white supremacy behavior, as well as white supremacy
culture that looks to Nietzsche’s Will to Power for validation that hinges on mastery of one over
another. It is also part of the ongoing critique of American History X that continues to engage the
audience in relevant conversation.
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The movie is not a deep dive into a multiplicity of characters and circumstances that
merge together for nuance, in other words, a carnivalesque dialogic that could potentially
provide conscious-altering moments by inviting us to play with the (p)olitical rather than the
(P)olitical. There is nothing nuanced about the movie in its linear story line and its unavoidable
consequences. For the larger population, it succeeded in its mission to depict racism towards
Black people in the white U.S. home as learned behavior that is conditional. Derek’s father was
racist, but Derek was not, until his father was killed by Black people who also happened to be
criminals. We are led to believe that maybe he would not have succumbed to white supremacism
had he not lost his father, because his father’s casual racism was not having the desired effect on
Derek prior to his father’s murder.
Derek is described in an interview with journalist Dan Rather, and several other
entertainment outlets, as a reformed neo-Nazi. However, when Derek is tested at the end of the
film, we do not learn if he is really reformed. He was presented with the same conditions
responsible for his transition into white supremacacy; a family member is murdered at the hands
of Black people, and yet we do not learn how the test of Derek’s reformation is resolved. The
abrupt ending preserves Derek’s transformation and the audience is left assuming he did not
revert back to his white supremacist identity.
The predominantly white audience of 1998 believed the film served as a moral lesson that
elevated Derek to hero status worthy of compassion and empathy because it ended with him as
the victim. Unfortunately, the assumption that the cycle would not repeat itself again, and Derek
would not return to racial violence, is suspect. Especially when the response to the film by Black
audience members and white supremacist audience members was similar, which was that the
intended anti-racist film might actually be racist. Black audience response was critical because it
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did not show the Black characters with depth, other than the Black principal who serves as the
movie’s moral compass. The Black criminals were criminals; no explanation was given to justify
their actions.
The lack of Black character development was seized upon by white supremacists who
praised the film for depicting a white supremacist as a compassionate human being, while giving
justification to their acts of racial violence. “See?” they say, “this is why we hate black people,
because they are criminals.” The movie becomes a depiction of extremism in-and-of-itself
without addressing the root of extremism, which is that the white supremacist’s Ideal “I” is under
constant threat of collapse. The film leads us to believe that Derek’s friendship with a Black
inmate has guided him through so much growth he has mastered himself and his impulses
towards retaliatory violence. While the film preserves Derek’s transformation by not revisiting
an internal struggle, white supremacist ideology is reinforced with a depiction of mastery over
self. The reason I believe the message of self-mastery works to reinforce white supremacist
ideology in the film is because Derek’s power over self is contrasted with the lack of self-control
exhibited by the Black youths that murdered Danny out of retaliation.
Norton’s depiction of Derek, which serves as a white supremacist mirror, came from a
perspective of wanting to understand someone he admits he would have abhorred in real life. His
intention was not to exacerbate racial tension, but facilitate a productive conversation in the
white community. However, the story serves as a depiction of an evolution moving towards the
rejection of racism, rather than a recovery from racism, meaning, when confronted with a
traumatic event that could potentially serve as the kairos, or the critical moment described in
Chapter Two, it is not confirmed nor denied as to whether or not Derek relapses and retaliates.
The white community that idealizes, or fantasizes, white response, automatically assumes
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he has changed for the better and would not resort to past transgressions; but history, loyalty,
unrecovered trauma, and memory are not addressed as part of Derek’s reality that informs his
would-be response. Perhaps it is neglected because the audience would not be able to process or
accept the anti-hero degenerating to villain once again. Maybe there was a concern that the
conditional white audience would think: Could you blame him for responding with more racial
violence? And white supremacist response would be: See? We told you so! At this point, the
question must be considered: Are the two audiences really so different when considering
justifiable or conditional racism? The film falls flat in holding up a mirror to the white audience
in the way it was intended.
As a result, American History X is able to remain a tragic story of racial violence that
avoids the question of the disease that is racism by neglecting to include Black subjectivity in a
meaningful way. It is reported that Norton controlled the final cuts of the film so that he could
have a say over the portrayal of his character. The film’s success lies in the depiction of a man
who is undergoing indoctrination in his childhood against his will, yet succumbs to the ideology
as a result of a traumatic event. Another traumatic event jolts him out of his delusion of
supremacy, but the audience will never know how he responds to the third traumatic event
imposed upon him. Norton said what he did not want was for his character to be a caricature of
evil, something that would have happened if he had not played the role with a commitment to
care and understanding.
Possibly the biggest tragedy of the film is that because Derek has verbally renounced
racism, the audience assumes he will not retaliate, therefore there is no dialogic, no further
examination by the characters of themselves. The film’s timelessness is that U.S. white culture,
as a whole, continues to live in the lingering “What now?” while ignoring it. The fact that the
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question is never asked in the movie, or by the larger population in the non-fictitious
environment, is precisely the same reason why Confederate sculptures are assumed by so many
to be benign. The audience does not know, or consider, what the current response of the
monumentalized/memorialized would be to racial violence.
Derek is essentially placed on a pedestal, in a Confederate uniform, and it is assumed that
he would choose to do the “right” thing today over the “wrong.” However, the audience has no
idea what the right thing would look like. Is it that Derek turns the other cheek and ignores that
his brother died by the hands of young Black men? Should Derek reach out to the perpetrators or
their parents to gain better understanding? Will he have compassion for the murderers and
forgive them? Or will he revert back to violence and revenge?
Where Norton wants to distance his character from being the caricature of evil, it is this
caricature of evil that covers the Confederate statue and halts it from becoming an ontological
object of perception. The statue is not in conversation with Black subjectivity; there is no
depiction of Black experience because Black experience has been omitted, stripped, and
diminished there and elsewhere. The statue also does not allow for the developing consciousness
of white subjectivity. The lack of subjective emotion diminishes the aspect of the experience of
the statue, and when the aspect of the experience is diminished, so is the experience of the
audience, including the white supremacist audience. Ricœur says that to return to
phenomenology is to return to naiveté. Naiveté allows one to be attentive to the abundance of the
real. However, for many, the abundance of what is real is something they fear.
Visual artist Noel Anderson’s exhibit in 2019 at Hunter Museum in Chattanooga,
Tennessee, asks the audience “What is your Blak Origin Moment?” Through a series of collaged
Ebony Magazine images, obstructed tapestries, and other works of art depicting the way in which
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the media plays a role in public perception and perception of self, Anderson’s question
challenges the viewer’s memory (see fig. 65).

Fig. 65. Anderson, Noel W. The Sportsman (Detail). 1 of 5 panels of jacquard tapestry in the
series. Hunter Museum, 11 Oct. 2019, www.huntermuseum.org/exhibition/noel-anderson-blakorigin-moment. Accessed May 26, 2021.
By removing the “c” from “Blak,” he is asking a diverse audience when they first
realized they were gay or a woman or when they first realized they were not Ideal; when they
first realized they were in search of a synthesis between the real and Ideal “I.” Anderson’s
ontological objects serve as springboards for the audience to consider not only the object, but
their relationship to the object, as well as their relationship to themselves.
For many, the Confederate structure serves the same function as Anderson’s tapestry, an
ontological object against which Being is examined, questioned, and measured. For many, the
Confederate structure may even participate in an origin moment, when the viewer realizes their
ideology is standing on the pedestal as a hero or the viewer realizes their history includes being a
victim at the hands of the Idealized person on the pedestal. The Confederate structure has the
power to facilitate a white supremacy origin moment that provokes transition by inviting
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hermeneutics to mediate the relationship between the white supremacist’s Ideal “I” and the real,
or the self to self. Structures do not have to be removed for this to happen, but the white audience
will have to stop assuming the structures are benign, because Black culture and white
supremacists argue otherwise.
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“Everyone in a complex system has a slightly different interpretation. The more interpretations
we gather, the easier it becomes to gain a sense of the whole” (Wheatley).

Chapter 4: Interpreting Ideology

Confederate sculptures are not mere things; they are not insignificant, and they are not
nothing. In German philosopher Martin Heidegger’s essay “The Origin of the Work of Art,” he
explains that while descriptors of art may include form and matter, their nature is not revealed.
For nature to be revealed, the activity of interpretation must be engaged and the audience must
see how the art works because of interpretation. The work of interpretation relies on the audience
asking questions such as: To what or for whom is this a statue? What materials or techniques
were deployed to sculpt this statue? Oftentimes, the formal information suffices: the sloping
fabric, incisions left by chiseling tools or how a hair is curled can signal to the viewer a specific
period in history, a movement, or an artist. The cardinal or intercardinal direction the statue faces
or the posture at which it stands can hold symbolism. Interpretation continues when the audience
produces more questions; many times, the questioning audience forms a conclusion about the
statue, resting on a judgment without engaging in the work of interpretation. This quickly formed
interpretation is because many statues present an answer before the question is asked.
The force with which an answer is presented nudges the audience to a determinate judgement
of what the statue is while potentially halting further inquiry. The audience blindly accepts,
which, as I suspect, is why Confederate statues have remained unquestioned and unchallenged
by the white audience for as long as they have. The white audience has been taught to accept and
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revere the tales of heroic military leaders and that realistic representation is the height of artistic
genius.
By stark contrast, the BIPOC audiences (Black, Indigenous, People of Color) have always
questioned the blind acceptance of a fallible white southern military hero monumentalized in
bronze. At the very least, the statue was not representative of their heroes and memories, and at
worst, the white hero was the cause of generational abuse and trauma. The statues also do not
represent BIPOC ideas of beauty in the human figure, nor even in sculptural representation in art.
Acceptance has been forced upon the BIPOC audience, making disruptions to compliance even
more jarring to many in the white audience when the sculptures are challenged. Although the
BIPOC audience has expressed outrage towards Confederate statues in the past, protests have not
gained the strength needed for collective confrontation until the Black Lives Matter protests
during the summer of 2020. These protests brought interpretation to the forefront of political
discourse, with many states acting swiftly to remove or protect the sculptures. Those arguing
against removal, leaning on a history of white-constructed heroism, turn their argument to artistic
merit.
In a way, it seems as though the privileging of representational military figures in public art is
meant to solidify the genius of the humans who collaborate to manifest the creation of the statue.
It makes sense that the skill level at which the hero performs be matched by the skill level
exhibited by the artist depicting the hero. In the case of public sculptures, figurative tends to be
at the top of the hierarchical ordering of what the audience perceives as an expression of
advanced skill, as a result the public tends to favor representational public art. And when
depicting memory, there is usually a vocal component of the public that argues for a figural
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depiction. The desire to be surrounded by representational art could stem from several varied
reasons.
One possibility is that art education available to the public tends to privilege the artist who can
render a human figure in a way that fits the dominant culture’s standard of beauty, not only their
standard of beauty as it pertains to human beings, but the standard of beauty as it pertains to art.
In the United States, colonial culture has long ascribed and upheld the standard of beauty for the
rest of the country. As the standards shift and move toward inclusion, artistic expression is the
driving force as well as the documentation of this shift. Does this current critique render previous
standards of beauty in sculpture obsolete? No, but just as one might revisit a movie from
childhood and recognize racism and misogyny the ten-year-old self thought was good humor, the
same critique can be applied to sculpture. It is not necessary to discard remnants of the past,
though doing so may bring forth healing for some communities; rather, I propose it is possible to
see the value of such remnants to examine the past and inform the present and future.
Another possibility for the desire to see the figure in public art is the speed at which judgment
can be made about the art. Previous chapters address the question For what purpose are these
statues? by placing the creating and viewing subject at the center of mythmaking, thus revealing
the way in which meaning is given to the audience prior to interpretive activity. The speed at
which U.S. culture monumentalizes and memorializes increases with technological
advancements.
I have previously addressed the questions Whose hero? and Whose memory? under the
precipice that the white audience has accepted certain heroes and memories into their institution
who adhere to a narrative rubric. The white audience has historically determined that their heroes
look like them and represent their memories, and if not their memories specifically, then the
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descriptions of events recorded in a way that speaks favorably to the white audience. For heroes
and memories constructed to be accepted by a majority, without utilizing input from the public,
the narrative must be delivered swiftly and without room for argument or critical contemplation.
The urgency to erase contemplation happens during the planning process, resulting in a
finished project that alienates and others the audience. We see this when public projects that
break ground without public input stop abruptly until a consensus is reached. Although there is
room for representational public art, and much of it is beloved and celebrated, the decisionmaking process should be equitable and represent the diversity of the public. For public art to
engage the audience in the activity of interpretation, the audience needs time to interpret.
Decorative public art that enhances the beauty of nature and architecture has its place, but art
also has the power to bring communities together for the purpose of healing. For this healing to
happen, spending time during the design process is important, but the challenge is placing art in
the public realm that invites the audience to spend time with the art piece. Time is part of the
interpretive process and is best extended to the audience by not giving away the beginning,
middle, and ending of the story too quickly through representation.
That said, U.S. culture prides itself on speed; the speed at which food and internet is
delivered, most recently the speed at which a Covid-19 vaccine is developed and available, the
speed at which the latest music and movies are released for streaming. Streaming, of course, is
specifically designed for speed. In thirty seconds or less, an advertisement convinces the
audience to make a purchase. And the audience expects speed. We rely on receiving information
fast and efficiently: “Do not make us think about what we are looking at. Just tell us what we are
supposed to think and feel!”
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Much of the audience views art the same way, not wishing to experience art for the purpose of
growth that happens when the brain is stretched to include new understandings. If the meaning is
given at the outset, all that is left is a critique of the formal components. The audience judges the
work on the binaries pretty/ugly or good/bad. When approaching a Confederate sculpture,
representational or symbolic elements are present. Labels tell the audience what the sculpture is,
the audience confirms what they see through visual cues, and a judgment is formed without
doing the work of interpretation. The audience has a preconceived notion of what the sculpture
is. One could say this happens with as much speed as a thirty second advertisement.
Within the white audience, the judgment varies. The sculpture is accepted as a monument or
memorial, it is accepted as a likeness of a human being, details of clothing confirm what is stated
in the written descriptors. Regardless of whether the white audience finds the sculpture a symbol
of racism or pride is not open for interpretation but is a matter of personal judgment.
For the same reason, the BIPOC audience can make a judgment that the sculpture is a symbol
of racism based on the title alone. Again, no interpretation is needed nor invited. With as much
speed as the white audience judges, so does the BIPOC audience. Whether the sculpture can be
recovered and restaged as an agent of change is a matter of opening interpretation. I argue that it
is possible to reimagine Confederate structures as participating in anti-racist work for the
purpose of healing, however, to do so requires the addition of more perspectives.
What needs to happen is an inversion of the subject-object relationship to address the
Confederate sculpture as an ontological object for interpretation. In other words, the sculpture
becomes the originator of interpretation to reveal truth, while also serving as point of departure
for understanding in the development of subjectivity. Truth, therefore, is what is revealed about
the purpose of the sculpture during the interpretative process; it also reveals truth about the
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creator of the work and the audience. Interpretative work reveals the intentionality of the
structure, or all the different ways in which the audience is told what the sculpture is.
Moving towards phenomenological analysis, or an analysis of experience, demonstrates the
way in which signs and symbols mediate experience by presenting to the audience what is
supposed to be experienced. Previous chapters demonstrate the way the current iteration of
unchallenged sculptures develop subjectivity, however, as has been discussed, the sculptures
inflict harm against the subjects who protest them and those who support them. The truth of what
they are and what they do is covered, minimized, or ignored. Judgments are not truth, nor do
they reveal the nature of the art. My proposal is to apply a new methodology of interpretation
that shows the possibility and potentiality to recover Confederate sculptures and bring them into
the contemporary context in a way that opens previously rigid interpretation while
acknowledging several truths.
As the center of the interpretive circle, the sculpture holds a position of power. Protecting its
place in the center protects its ideological power. One could say that the center of the circle may
represent the Big Other, or the ideological apparatus. Presenting the Confederate statue at the
center of interpretation demonstrates the problems inherent in what Heidegger calls the
hermeneutic circle, or a circular methodology of interpretation. As they stand now, most
Confederate sculptures engage in either a monological or dialectical method of circular
interpretation that imposes meaning upon the audience and causes harm while doing so by
privileging one truth over another, or one experience over another. I will further explain what I
consider the difference between the monological and dialectical later in this chapter, as one or
both can exist in a Confederate structure.
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The metaphor of a circle for movement of interpretation is ambiguous in that the words
hermeneutic circle, conjure the image of a geometric circle with measurements equidistance
from the center. However, the hermeneutic circle can be understood as a circularity of movement
that is not a perfect circle. Another point of ambiguity is determining if and where the subject
and object rest within the circle. Sometimes the hermeneutic circle is engaged as more of a spiral
than circle, where the center exists but the circles do not overlap, and space is created between
circular meanings. This space allows an opportunity for various interpretations, but there is still a
center around which interpretations rotate.
In the context of white supremacist ideology that has constructed a hermeneutic circle, the
covering of truth and meaning has compounded since white settlers arrived to record their history
in North America. Theorists working with hermeneutics locate the activity of interpretation in
text, stemming from the practice of exegesis of the Bible, or explanations of an interpretation.
Exegesis gives the power of creating and relaying interpretation to religious figures with access
to the text and putting the audience at their mercy. The audience loses the freedom to play with
their personal interpretation of the text if they cannot read it themselves. Freedom for the
audience to interpret the text themselves threatens the power of the religious figures, therefore
threatening ideology.
The visual arts are a way to make accessible that which the audience cannot access through
text, creating a language of visual literacy. Confederate sculptures, therefore, aid in creating a
visual explanation that coincides with Confederate historical recordings. If it were not for the
writings and oral histories of the freed, enslaved, and abolitionists, the history of the enslaved
would be covered by white supremacist interpretations until those interpretations become
dominant and accepted as generalized fact. Therefore, putting forth a multiplicity of voices for
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the purpose of revealing the truth of historical texts serves to make visible texts that counter
white supremacist history. These texts are more widely accessible today, whereas diverse public
visual components that aid the text are limited.
The problem with not including visual components that counter the Confederacy is that
Confederate sculptures stand as public explanations of narrow interpretations. With the
confidence of an authoritarian leader who secretly fears being exposed, the sculptures attempt to
abuse the audience through psychological manipulation meant to instill a sense of doubt about
their meaning. They explain a narrow interpretation and expect obedience to their explanation,
while dismissing the interpretation and experience of others.
Whereas the hermeneutic circle describes how interpretation works organically in a
monological way, and a hermeneutic spiral expands the opportunity to include more
interpretations by stretching the circle for a dialectic, I am proposing a new methodology of
interpretation I am calling a hermeneutic apeiron, or an infinite movement expressed as an
infinity symbol, that moves interpretation to a dialogic. An apeiron is a stretched and twisted
circle that flips in the center, creating a crisscross that passes through the center. The canceling
of a center and inclusion of a second loop allows for a multiplicity of interpretations and,
therefore, a multiplicity of truths. Within the hermeneutic apeiron, the object still holds an
ontological position, but is placed in conversation with other ontological objects rather than a
singular subject, thus eliminating a singular truth by offering an infinite number of truths. It also
forces the singular object itself from the center.
The following pages will demonstrate the difference between how interpretation works in the
circle, spiral, and apeiron. Finally, I will address the need for the inclusion of multiple truths as
an invitation to activate conflict transformation over resolution (take the sculptures down) or
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avoidance (leave them unchallenged). I argue that it is possible for the Confederate structures to
remain, without causing further harm and violence, if they are recontextualized using the
movement of the apeiron.

The Hermeneutic Circle and Spiral

The problem with the hermeneutic circle, or a closed question-answer dynamic, is the nature
of the monologic and dialectic that has not yet figured out the power and necessity of the
dialogic, or how circular interpretation that purports to know the answer can keep the interpreter
from being exposed to new perspectives. Post-modernism sets out to resolve this closed loop
with open-ended interpretation, intentionally leaving the question unanswered because it accepts
a multiplicity of answers. As mentioned in Chapter Three, the ending of Tony Kaye’s American
History X is an example of a story that remains open for the audience to come to their own
conclusion. Although widely written and discussed as though it is a redemption story, it is not.
We will never know if the final violent incident begets more violence, or if Derek Vinyard
rejects retaliation for racial truce.
Kaye does not offer a solution to the problem of white supremacy; he exposes the conundrum
of circles and cycles, leaving the audience to fill in the blanks. The way we choose to imagine
the ending says more about us than it does about Derek Vinyard. The success of Kaye’s film is
that in the end the mirror swivels back to the audience to catch our reaction. The idealist will
read Vinyard cradling his deceased brother as a symbol of regret. Vinyard might be regretful of
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his past and the influence he has had on his brother, but we lose the nuance of the heaviness of
the moment if we rush to judgment. In reality, a few feel-good conversations about race are not
enough to erase more than twenty years of Vinyard’s indoctrination. And although Vinyard’s
turn to white supremacy is believable, his redemption story is weak by the time the audience
needs to believe he has renounced his history and prior loyalties.
Post-modernism is concerned with process and consciousness, however anxiety inducing it
might be. Kaye’s audience is not offered an uncomplicated way out; there is no good option.
Vinyard either reverts to his past of racial violence and retaliates against the Black teens that
murder his brother, or he remembers the positive interactions with Black men that granted him
forgiveness after he murdered a Black teen earlier in the film. Acceptance and self-control
therefore, become the only good outcome, and yet the cycle of racial violence and retaliatory acts
were already set in motion prior to Vineyard’s awakening.
There is no clear origin story of when the cycle began, we are only given moments of
clarification, leading the audience to believe they preceded Vineyard and will continue after
unless there is a conscious effort to stop it. For a character such as Vinyard, to carry forward
without regressing would show an incredible amount of self-control. Will Vinyard be loyal to his
past, or stay committed to changing his future? Does he feel responsible for his brother’s death
and is this enough for him to not retaliate? Does Vinyard consider all Black men his enemy
because of the crimes of a few? Or is he able to discard generalizations? Most importantly, does
he recognize the role he plays in perpetuating racism and racial violence? None of these
questions are answered in the ending.
Loyalty to the past versus a commitment to healing is the decision the white audience must
come to, rather than avoid because of discomfort, anxiety, and shame. In Vinyard’s case, all we
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can do is ponder our response to his dilemma. By staging a scene that causes the audience to be
aware of an open-ended question, Kaye invites the viewer to be conscious of their own
consciousness. It is a painful non-ending to the movie, and the audience must consider how
quickly they move through the discomfort. To make a judgment that if I were Vinyard, I would...
is the swift response. Quick judgment is beneficial in an emergency scenario but can also be a
way to avoid thoroughly contemplating further course of action. The longer judgment can be
suspended, the more opportunities there are to interpret the movie’s content so that a thoughtful
conclusion can be arrived at beyond he did the right thing, or he did/did not do what I would
have done.
One can explore different outcomes for Vinyard, while also imagining what they would
personally do in Vinyard’s situation. This push for the audience to be self-conscious is the
promise of the ending, but it does not always work in a positive way. In fact, white supremacists
found that the movie humanized their plight. Although not what Kaye had most likely intended,
an indeterminate finale that allows the imagination of the audience to wander runs the risk of
them wandering in a direction that perpetuates violence. The fear of a wrong interpretation, or an
objectionable perspective, is also part of the process, and part of the anxiety, that comes from
letting the ending linger without critical multiplicity.
Retaliation through racial violence is a vein that runs through the entire movie, where white
supremacists argue that racially motivated violence is justified, and the movie strengthens their
argument. This loop of interpretation is the trap of the hermeneutic circle, where the white
supremacist sees only one conclusion. Their conclusion is formed because of their personal
history and loyalty to ideology and they close the circle. Not bringing the movie to a clean
conclusion was a way to break open the hermeneutic circle. Although white supremacists project
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an outcome that is loyal to their ideology, the open circle moves more like a spiral, allowing for
other perspectives.
For the white audience that hovers in a liminal space of racism, and do not see themselves in
Vinyard, the hope is that they will come to a new understanding of the role racism plays in their
lives. If they choose to accept Vinyard’s redemption story as his truth, they neglect the
population of white supremacists who would not make the same choice in Vinyard’s position.
Although the inference of Vinyard’s regret tries to guide the audience to a noble and righteous
conclusion, its failure is that it ignores the possibility or potentiality of a relapse. The ending
smooths over the rough edges, painful yet hopeful that the generational trauma of white
supremacy can finally fade into history.
Kaye’s film is private in that the audience chooses whether or not they are exposed to his
artistic expression. Whereas Kaye’s film has its strengths, the weaknesses will be where public
art falls short as well. Without the inclusion of a multiplicity of perspectives, the audience can
only access Vinyard’s point of view. Other characters express their point of view, but no other
perspective takes the audience on the same emotional journey as Vinyard’s. Black characters
emerge who provide guidance and education to Vinyard and his young impressionable brother
Danny, from the principal of the school to a fellow inmate who Vinyard eventually befriends.
Unfortunately, the audience is still left wondering what is happening in the community of Black
youths Vinyard continues to encounter. By including the storyline of one of the Black teens,
following him through family and social dynamics, the ending would still provoke thought. The
audience would be invested in another character, thus potentially loosening the judgment made
by those who call for Vinyard to continue retaliating.
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The difference between Confederate sculptures and a film that depicts white supremacy is not
the scale of audience exposure, but the power with which it holds a community hostage over
time. The audience turns the movie off and makes dinner; they may watch another movie that
adds an unfamiliar perspective or reinforces the one they have. The duration of time the movie
can be viewed collectively in a theater, with a multiplicity of responses, is short. It is also
exclusive, in that an “R” rating prohibits a substantial portion of the population, as does the cost
of admittance. Confederate sculptures are free and accessible to everyone. Racial violence is
repackaged as an insignificant consequence of white supremacy regarding the sculptures,
presenting a story that does not entertain redemption.
Unlike movies that address racial violence, Confederate sculptures pretend it does not exist,
thus ignoring the lived experience of the BIPOC audience. Does the white audience recognize
Vinyard in the Confederate statue, and if so, do they construct a fictitious redemption story for
the figure, or a story that legitimizes racial violence? What if Vinyard wore a military uniform
instead of Nazi tattoos? Confederate sculptures are designed to be interpreted one way; there is
no redemption story. Dressing them in military fatigues does not alter the interpretation that they
are white supremacist structures.
Because they are classified, titled, and funded by Confederate interests and organizations, the
structures are meant to be interpreted as Confederate sculptures. They can be structures to
Southern heritage and be about white supremacy; the two are not mutually exclusive. They can
be about mourning the loss of a loved one and be about white supremacy. White supremacy will
always be part of the content of the sculptures, thus letting them stand unchallenged means the
context in which they are presented will always halt the interpretation at white supremacy.
Because white supremacy is predicated on racial violence, the sculptures will always beget racial
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violence. A white audience that trivializes by adhering to swift judgment that dismisses them as
insignificant, or nothing, does so out of willful ignorance. Willful ignorance is thus a way to
avoid the feeling of anxiety that arises when challenged.
Rather than consider the Confederate structures as anxiety-inducing in a negative context, the
structures can be recontextualized to examine the ways in which anxiety plays a role in Being
(sein) in the world. Furthermore, anxiety can be considered a positive attribute of the sculptures
that invites the audience to more. In other words, the sculptures have the potential to aid the
white audience to come to a better understanding of self and others through a never-ending
process of recognition of truths.
As they stand alone, Confederate sculptures are monologic. The language that labels them
monuments and memorials tell the audience what they are supposed to be for, even before the
audience sees them, while covering the truth of their work as art, meaning that the language used
to label them tells the audience how they are supposed to interpret the art, without telling the
audience their intention behind presenting the way they do.
The audience engages in limited interpretive activity because the monologic nature of the art
gives them the answer before the audience can reflect, contemplate, agree, or disagree. The
audience is told what the sculpture is. Language says the sculpture is a power structure to be
feared while its loyalty to a new country (the Confederacy) founded on racism is to be
remembered and revered. One agrees, disagrees, or disregards, but one is not engaged in a
reciprocal conversation with the structure. When dialogic occurs, where a question is posited by
the viewer and the sculpture answers, there is a conclusion. As a monologic structure, the
audience is passively looking without question. When engaged in a dialogic, seeing the structure
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through a limited perspective, the audience is no longer passively looking. They ask questions,
and make a judgment that either validates or devalues their sense of being.
Whereas Heidegger does not separate the artist from the art, I argue similarly that we cannot
separate the audience from the art. Following Alois Riegl, the audience assigns significance to
the sculpture. The sculpture’s use as a work of art is always dependent upon audience
interpretation. The importance of their work as art today resides in the fact that many consider
the sculptures as autonomous based on their modifiers, while ignoring that the sculptures were
never meant to adorn someone’s garden or entrance hall in obscurity. Their visual language with
accompanying labels has been placed in the public domain to be seen by the public audience and,
therefore, interpreted by a public audience.
As much as a memorial to Confederate General Robert E. Lee is argued to be an historic
structure with artistic merit and can be held up for critical analysis as a plastic work of art, the
use of a designation and the proper name of an individual detracts from the work, the work the
art is doing, what the art is for. If the word memorial on a Confederate sculpture is assumed to be
true, which is to say that it is a structure built to honor those who sacrificed their lives to the
Confederacy, the word does not reveal the whole truth nor does it participate in the activity of
coming to truth because it is presented as a narrow interpretation of one truth. It can certainly
serve as a memorial, but it also serves another purpose. A structure created in memoriam,
stripped of its formal modifiers, takes on a clearer connotation that holds the same interpretation
minus the added layer of rhetorical language. A proper noun is removed, and the audience can
ask the question: What is being remembered?
If the word memorial is removed from interpretation, so is the immediate correlation between
life and death and the activity of mourning. If the word monument is removed, so is the
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immediate identification as protected structure of power. If the name General Robert E. Lee is
removed, he is no longer the mythical war hero, he is a fallible human being. If the word
Confederate is removed, the audience must work harder to identify visual descriptors present on
the statue’s uniform. The statue is no longer yelling “I am a racist; remember me and be afraid of
me,” it becomes vulnerable with the addition of multiple interpretations, which is what a
supremacy system fears: vulnerability. Removing labels that concretize its meaning stretches the
hermeneutic circle to a spiral. It is the fastest, and least expensive way, to address Confederate
structures. Just as the story from a single perspective can dissipate into a hazy and undefinable
atmosphere, the removal of language from the structures can create the same atmosphere.
Interpretation does not continue but floats into obscurity, the nature of the object never truly
being revealed.
Language primarily creates a hermeneutic circle surrounding Confederate structures, and the
sculptures speak the language of white supremacy. Language tells the audience how to interpret
the sculptures and, in their current state, communicates they are to be interpreted as structures of
supreme power. Removing written language diminishes the power of the sculpture but does not
deplete it. It forces the audience to work harder to interpret the sculptures. The best way to
determine what the sculpture is for, is to see it in use. Heidegger illustrates a work of art “in use”
when he describes a painting Vincent van Gogh created of a pair of boots (see fig. 66).
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Fig. 66. Van Gogh, Vincent. Boots with Laces 1886 Oil on Canvas. Media Storehouse,
www.mediastorehouse.co.uk/granger-art-on-demand/post-impressionism/van-gogh-boots-1886boots-laces-oil-canvas-6246552.html?nochkip=1&pid=676. Accessed June 9, 2021.
He spins a narrative of how they must have slid “over the loneliness of the field-path as the
evening declines” and that they are resting “in-self” (Heidegger, 14-15). They are autonomous
objects that carry an interpretation; they perform work as art. The work they perform is in the
way they relate to the working class, labor in a field, a romantic notion of trudging a muddy path.
They work to provide solidarity to the proletariat and elevate the consciousness of the
bourgeoisie. However, interpretation is still narrow. Although the boots can stand as boots inand-of themselves, they are dirty and have been used. They have been worn and can be
understood as being in relationship with a subject who uses them.
Is the shoe-wearer a spouse or parent? Are they an ethical and moral member of society?
Many times, the audience does not care either way, as they are concerned with the paint
handling, or the materiality of the details such as the leather, or the artist’s ability to render an
object. They may also have a preconceived notion of what art should look like, a judgment that
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will inform their interpretation. For instance, is artistry seen to be lacking because the viewer
prefers slick and smooth blended gradients to van Gogh’s signature textured marks? Much
depends on how the audience interprets the boots. Someone of a higher socio-economic status
may have a different interpretation than someone who wears the same boots and can relate to a
different narrative. The viewer judges the object based on perception, then engages in
interpretive activity.
However, as philosopher Hans-Georg Gadamer asserts in Truth and Method, an object is not
free from ontological obstructions. The object will always be evaluated based on perspective,
judgment, bias, and personal interests, what Heidegger calls fore-meanings, or the meaning we
bring with us when we begin the activity of interpretation. Gadamer wonders if it is possible to
shrug away fore-meanings in order for the object to stand on its own, revealing the truth of itself.
He says it is not so much that a whole new methodology of interpretation is needed, but a new
movement of interpretation. Where Heidegger uses the circular movement to demonstrate
interpretation, Gadamer suggests shifting movement of interpretation to a spiral. To shift to a
spiral, one must be aware of their personal fore-meanings and acknowledge them.
The beauty of the objects, both the shoes depicted in the painting and the painting as object
itself, is that even if the viewer does not approach the painting with disinterest, viewing it with
disinterest can still be accomplished, however it must be free of the weight of
context. Disinterestedness, whether directed at van Gogh’s painting or a Confederate structure,
would place the object in a position to be judged based on its own merits. The disinterested
audience is not looking for ways to use or exploit the object, they are not looking for the way in
which the object works.
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In a way, disinterestedness allows access to the object free from fore-meanings. Putting aside
fore-meanings becomes the way the truth of the object can emerge from the object, which makes
it perplexing that Heidegger would choose a painting by a well-known artist to describe how the
art works, while neglecting the trappings of the hermeneutic circle within which the painting is
bound. To arrive at authentic disinterestedness, the author of the writing and the author of the art
would need to be anonymous, or the viewer completely oblivious to the significance of either.
Only then can context be reintroduced with a chance at moving interpretation from circular to
spiral, relinquishing fore-meanings. And yet, even the work of casually approaching the painting
of a mundane object is never mundane. Therefore, the audience in this case must push through
the fore-meanings on their own to see the mundane boots.
In fact, the boots are so mundane, and the painting of such humble size (38.1cm x 45.3cm),
that the significance of the painting is in its insignificance. The detail of the room in which the
boots rest is lacking so that the viewer will notice the presence of the boots over the absence of
the human. Close examination asks the viewer to be conscious of the boots, but also conscious of
their own consciousness. What happens back and forth when the audience weaves their own
imaginative narrative, is what Heidegger considers the projection. A place is put forth for the
viewer to step into, a literal pair of boots to fill. However, in looking at the boots as an aphorism
that encourages thought, a fragment of something larger, one cannot ignore the platform that
creates the parameters and supports the potential transformative work that happens when one
spends time with the boots.
Today the painting hangs in the Van Gogh Museum in Amsterdam, adding yet another layer
to be interpreted. The painting is not easily accessible unless one lives in Holland, it is housed in
a formal art institution, and even the name van Gogh gives the viewer an indication of its
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importance, because art history says that van Gogh is an important artist to remember. If art
history did not tell us this, and the work collected dust at a flea market, it would go unnoticed
until someone made a personal connection and felt a connection to the painting. And one must
wonder if Heidegger would have felt the same about the painting had it not been painted by van
Gogh, or if he had been looking at a photograph or sculpture of a pair of boots, or at the boots
themselves. The idea that he reserves his critique for a two-dimensional work that has limited
contact with a physical body is yet another layer of interpretation that covers meaning.
Heidegger begins his evaluation of the work the art engages in while already under the spell of
illusion, subjected to his own hermeneutic circle that conceals meaning.
Placing the painting in a museum tells us we are supposed to feel something, or the painting is
important, and art history indicates that Vincent van Gogh is an artist for whom we are supposed
to feel something. He has recognition; therefore, the boots have recognition as something less
mundane than van Gogh had intended and Heidegger had analyzed. They have significance
because of context. The contemporary context of the painting is removed from the context in
which it was created and creates a hermeneutic circle where the boots are unable to work freely
without the constraints of parameters that have been constructed by the institution in which it
rests. The hermeneutic circle is how art works within the framework of an institution; it is not
free from the ideology of the platform that supports its visibility nor is it free from the foremeanings carried into the space by curators constructing an art-viewing experience.
The hermeneutic circle is closed and controlled by a platform that was designed to serve
several interests, not just the interests of the work of art. The platform is meant to be a
combination of systems, in this instance non-profit and for-profit, that rests on a grid. The work
of the art has been co-opted by the art institution that manipulates the function of the work. Not
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only is the art working for the viewer, but the art is working for the institution. The very idea that
one of the most historically relevant painters is written about by one of the most historically
relevant philosophers means the boots will never be mundane. In fact, for an audience member
familiar with the painting, the artist, or the philosopher, the painting has adopted a status of
mythical proportions. It serves as a reminder for an impossible memory of the two men in
conversation.
One need only read the essay or read the name on the placard next to the painting, to be
transported to a space outside of the painting. The painting drops away in relevance if the Who
becomes the focus over What, and what is left is the idea rather than the painting. It is no
different than those with a curated art history educational experience, not seeking works of art on
their own but ingesting only what is presented to them. They may travel great distance to behold
the famous work of art, as the famous pieces are the ones young artists are exposed to first, only
to be overcome by tears and crumple to the floor in ecstasy. This may happen even if the art fan
is packed into the back of the crowd, never getting close enough to have an intimate or
meaningful experience with the art because the art’s popularity demands a large audience.
The idea of being close to a mythological moment is overwhelming, like touching the tips of
fingers to a Rockstar in the hopes of a transference of coolness or talent, or because their music
is linked to a significant moment. When military leaders are the van Goghs and rock stars of an
individual’s universe, protecting the mythology means protecting the idea that was always
covered in rickety scaffolding to begin with. The institutions that protect the objects, whether
they are made of stone or in an open field surrounded by flowers, serve as a false sense of
escaping institutional fore-meanings and ideology. The work the public art piece does is meant to
be accessible by the public in its entirety, not for a privileged few.
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The idea that art can be liberated from the institution by placing it in the public forum is an
illusion from under which few artists are able to slip. The few who have been able to do so, by
some degree, such as Donald Judd, Noah Purifoy, and Robert Smithson, for example, still
require the protection of institutions. Their ability to work unimpeded by government restrictions
is because their environmental work is off the beaten path, on private property, and away from
commercial interests. It is freer in design and scope than art supported by the government, they
are not public works meant for beautification of a community, but are harder to access because
of their remote locations.
Governments dictate what the public artistic landscape looks like in the community, including
designs that are meant to appeal to history, education, high modern or pop culture. City planning
and redevelopment often includes three main components to attract new businesses: retail, sports,
and art. The visibility of public art within the heart of a city not only enriches the lives of those
who experience the art, but the art works to attract and retain talent by highlighting the culture of
a community. Keeping Confederate sculptures standing, or alone and unchallenged as epicenters
of the community, is an indicator of the ideology of the platform that supports the sculpture.
At this moment in history, the Confederate sculpture has emerged from years of concealment,
and many are being destroyed during the latest iteration of a civil rights movement spurred by
Black Lives Matter movement protests to end police brutality and other myriad transgressions
against the BIPOC community. Although the latest protests (May 2020) began because of the
murder of George Floyd by four Minnesota police officers, the structures have become an
integral part of the movement. Patience has waned and protestors are ignoring government
protections in addressing Confederate symbols while the work of dismantling white supremacy is
under way. It should therefore be no surprise that during protests to end systemic racism, the
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previously unchallenged Confederate structures are dominating public discourse. Their position
is in the center of the hermeneutic circle, while judgements and explanations promulgate.
Although the Confederate public sculpture is physically accessible to all, it works for the
platform- the government- and the government works for the sculpture. The nature of the
platform is to be the ideological apparatus from which several strands of interests merge and
diverge to support the apparatus. The apparatus gives the illusion of individual autonomy, while
determining how it is experienced and to whom it is applied. The activity of graffiti, pulling the
sculpture down, and protesting at its base, are forms of disruption, and still the platform
intervenes to restore order. Graffiti is removed, protestors are dispersed (oftentimes by force),
remnants of fallen sculptures are hurried away to a storage facility, all done at the expense of
those who oppose them. Precautions taken because of unrest include wrapping the sculptures in
plastic and erecting barricades to prevent removal by protestors. Politicians, who for decades
ignored the harm the sculptures caused, are rushing orders to dismantle the symbols of white
supremacy because of citizen uprisings.
Prior to their removal (and many are still standing) due to civil unrest, the Confederate
sculptures were in-use, performing work for the government platform. The sculpture has been in
reliable service to the white supremacist who sees himself in the mythology of the white
Confederate soldier. This service makes the white supremacist certain of his world, the message
of the sculpture serves as a reliable mirror as it stands. It could be said that unlike van Gogh’s
boots, which are mundane and average, the Confederate sculpture carries far more descriptors
and symbols and is therefore not mundane at all but exceptional in the strength of its propaganda.
However, if the sculptures are to be called mundane, and they have certainly been treated as such
by white government for decades, it is because they have been absorbed by the systemic racism
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of the platform, a platform constructed and upheld as a standard that considers itself to be
average, and therefore mundane. It is not until a disruption occurs, that the averageness of the
sculpture is challenged and its true nature revealed. It is through disruption that interpretive
activity can begin.
If art reveals the true nature of the object, then the Confederate sculpture, as art, reveals the
true nature of the platform, the ideological grid that supports systemic racism. To ignore this grid
is to allow Confederate aesthetics to continue its work for the system, which is to say to allow
white supremacy to have a public and equal voice in government and the community. To dismiss
the sculptures as historical or fine art is an act of violence. To engage with it, without the
inclusion of multiple perspectives, is to see the Confederate sculpture at work, and the only work
it is doing is reinforcing racism. This essence of racism, the sculpture’s truth, is found in its
origin. Confederate sculptures are memorials, and they are racist; they are both. They originate
in fear, a fear of powerlessness (monuments) and a fear of being forgotten (memorials).
Throughout the process of treating the Confederate sculpture as an ontological object, from
which thought originates, the truth of the audience is also revealed.
See, for example, the Nathan Bedford Forrest Monument that was formerly situated in Health
and Sciences Park in Memphis, Tennessee (see fig. 67).
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Fig. 67. Niehaus, Charles Henry. Nathan Bedford Forrest Monument as ontological object of
inquiry. Nathan Bedford Forrest Monument. Photo unknown.

During the Civil Rights movement, the monument was moved from Elmwood Cemetery to a
public park. Originally marking Forrest’s burial in the cemetery, it is rumored his body was
moved to the park along with the sculpture, even though it has also been claimed he was against
having his likeness on public display after the Civil War. His sculpture was moved to a public
park to intimidate Black Memphians, no other explanation has been offered. Within the new
context outside the cemetery the structure becomes an object of ontological inquiry. The object is
not free from ontological obstructions such as the fore-meanings of the audience, the history of
the movement of the sculpture, the interpretation of Forrest’s last wishes, or the history of
Forrest as the founder and first Grand Wizard of the Ku Klux Klan. Fore-meanings must be
recognized and acknowledged for the purpose of interpretation.
Forrest is the center of the metaphorical hermeneutic circle. In the position of the center, the
government encircles the sculpture to decide its fate, oftentimes expending resources to support
the sculptures. Some see the center as being god-like, the center or origin of creation stories. It
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can certainly be argued that the Confederate sculpture symbolizes exactly this, a white origin
moment (see fig. 68).

Fig. 68. Williamson, Lisa. Demonstration of the hermeneutic circle

As demonstrated in the diagram, all interpretive activity circles around the center. The label
tells the audience what the structure is, and immediately the audience pulls from a well of foremeanings to understand. If it is Confederate, it relates to white supremacy as outlined in the
Confederate Constitution. If it is a monument, it is meant to be a structure to power. If it is a
memorial, it is meant to honor not only a deceased human being but a deceased cause. Each
audience member will interpret what the structure means to them. The audience then projects
their interpretation back on to the structure, meaning they look for visual confirmation of their
interpretation. Yes, there is a Confederate flag, uniform emblem, or style of clothing that
confirms interpretation. Once interpretation is confirmed the audience forms a judgement. It is a
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beautiful memorial, or racist propaganda, an act of violence, or a piece of history. The label
closes the loop and prepares interpretive activity for the next audience.
At the center, the sculpture stands alone as the monologic. We might say the Forrest sculpture
is a monologic if it is in a position above the audience on a pedestal. If the sculpture is taken out
of the center, leaving the center open, and placed on the circle as the only structure, it is engaged
in a dialectic with the audience. Placing the sculpture on the ground, for example, would create a
more successful dialectic with face-to-face confrontation. At the moment, the sculpture of
Forrest has been removed, which places the pedestal itself in a dialectic with the audience where
the removal is the event of intervention and the empty space is the counter-Confederate
statement. The difference between the monologic and dialectic, according to Heidegger, is the
difference between the two levels on which the sculpture exists: the earth and the world.
The earthly level is the existing reality, its materiality. The stone, the bronze, even the
language etched in the base. Its earthly quality is concealed, and can never be fully uncovered,
only made apparent. One can make the sculpture apparent and open by setting it forth for
opening its relational context of being, which is happening already. They are set forth and open
the moment they are constructed. The worldly level, however, gives the sculpture its context.
While the earthly level serves to ground and protect the tangibility of the world, the worldly level
uplifts and reveals. The world it inhabits is constructed and protective; it is not real in the way
the earth is. If a full context is not included, the sculpture (earth) engages with the world as a
circle orbiting one truth.
By decentering the sculpture, and placing it in context with other earthly structures, including
other materials or movement imposed upon the sculpture, the circle becomes an apeiron with a
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multiplicity of arcs on an infinite thread. One example I will develop further in this chapter is
Kehinde Wiley’s Rumors of War on Monument Avenue in Richmond, Virginia (see fig. 69).

Fig. 69. Wiley, Kehinde. Rumors of War. Flickr, photo by pjpink, 1 Feb. 2020,
www.flickr.com/photos/pjpink/50073774916/in/pool-day-at-the-museum/. Accessed Aug. 9,
2021.
Wiley’s sculpture and the neighboring Confederate sculptures work in a unified way to make
the art work, setting forth the truth of the work. The sculptures do not work in tranquility; they
are opponents who assert themselves in the work. The earth tries to draw in the world, the world
tries to surmount the earth, and each asserts its own essence within the work. The apeiron is not
concerned with resolution, only motion. The work is in the struggle, and truth emerges in this
struggle. Heidegger asserts that the work is the center and, as the center, it is where the truth of
what is may happen. However, by de-centering the work, the human being becomes the center
through which several truths pass. Unimpeded, the sculptures are dialectical. Public sculptures
only work if there is an audience, and they are only dialectical if they are in relation to another
being, namely the human being. When they are engaged in a dialectic with the audience and with
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the platform, they are either affirmed or met with resistance. An act of resistance incurred against
the sculpture, or the inclusion of other sculptures with different truths, could show the truth of
what is, as a whole truth, which is to say the struggle between the earth and the world.
The audience in need of an expedited resolution prefers easy explanations over struggles. The
back-and-forth process of judgment and explanation is circular, as is the process of formulating
several questions only to be met with limited explanation. The back-and-forth process of
judgment met with vague explanations is a spiral, as is the process of formulating vague
questions met with vague explanations. To disrupt judgment is to instigate a struggle, which is
the promise of the apeiron that twists the circle.

The Hermeneutic Apeiron

The word apeiron can be found in Greek philosopher Anaximander’s notion of a boundless,
or unlimited universe, that includes a plurality that is unobservable. His metaphysical concern
was rooted in the question of how or why the universe exists. Whereas Thales, his teacher, had
asserted water as the origin of all, Anaximander looked to the cosmos instead, and began to
formulate what is considered today to be the first formal philosophical inquiry in writing,
although fragmented. In his explanation of reality and the question of where the universe comes
from, apeiron is used to explain the uniqueness of infinite plurality. Every element of nature is
unique, different, and limitless. To Anaximander, the apeiron encompasses the four elements:
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earth, water, air, and fire, while asserting they are not, individually, the origins of earth, as had
been posited by fellow pre-Socratic philosophers.
To engage a multiplicity of elements is to engage limitless understandings. A dialogical
approach to interpretation, or interpretive activity that functions as a figure eight rather than a
circle, aids in the sculpture’s unconcealment, where the audience can see the sculpture for what it
truly is. Through unconcealment, the sculpture’s fallibility is exposed and can be reconstructed
to aid in the mending of the previously one-sided historical interpretation. As Confederate
sculptures are being forced to catch up to contemporary conversations, including different
methods of interpretation, film has already been practicing ways to engage the audience.
Where the ending of American History X is a good example of the way in which hermeneutics
works as a circle and a spiral, the entirety of Spike Lee’s 1989 film Do the Right Thing engages
the apeiron. Set in Brooklyn over the course of the hottest day of summer, the temperature rises
alongside racial tensions. Lee uses humor to introduce the audience to several grievances within
the Black community, with gentrification being the most pressing. Rather than being filmed
entirely through the perspective of Mookie, the protagonist, the audience also follows Sal and his
sons as they argue over the future of their pizzeria.
Sal, who is Italian, expresses how difficult it is for him to move his pizzeria to the Italian
neighborhood because of competition, while his son Pino says the racial tensions are too much
for them to stay in their current location. Mookie, who delivers pizza for Sal, questions how Pino
can love Black musicians and athletes and still use the “N” word. Eventually it is the use of the
“N” word by both Pino and Sal that escalate racial conflict to violence.
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Leading into the movie’s climax, Lee exposes racial biases using a polyphony of characters.
Filmed from the perspective of the audience in the center of the circle, Mookie (Black), Stevie
(Puerto Rican), Officer Young (white), Pino (Italian) and Sonny (Korean) take turns yelling
racial abuse directly at the camera. The audience is on the receiving end, and it is clear that each
character is capable and guilty of racism. The brilliance of the scene is that Lee loops the
audience into conversation with each character, where the individual viewer faces off with each
character and has an immediate and personal reckoning with their own biases. Lee sets up the
scene as an apeiron, wherein the viewer is the center point through which each interpretation
passes. Exposure to several interpretations is uncomfortable, angering, maybe even
understandable, but interpretation is not easily wrangled and harnessed. Positing the opportunity
for several interpretations is the work Lee’s film is doing.
Furthermore, because the scene involves five different characters, there are several
perspectives to interpret. Lee does not privilege one perspective over the other, they are all
equally abusive, and yet each character has their own justification for why they feel the way they
do. Lee does not tell his characters to do the perfect thing, or the best thing. He does not even tell
them to do the good thing, just the right thing, meaning, it may not be the most profitable and it
may not be as easy as making a decision between good and bad. The only possible decision may
be between difficult and difficult, or painful and painful.
Lee presents several perspectives from which to interpret the film, and it is up to the audience
to figure out which perspective would have prevented Radio Raheem’s murder. If the viewer
subscribes to one character’s perspective, what might they deduce if they try to watch the movie
through the perspective of a different character? The movie concludes with several truths, so
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many in fact that the determinate facts, such as Radio Raheem’s death and the loss of Sal’s
pizzeria, do not feel final. They become points at which interpretation can continue.
The power of the film is that it is accessible and will survive several more decades to come.
Its relevance today can be found in discussions on racism, privilege, gentrification, and police
brutality. There is much to be discussed and debated, perspectives to acknowledge and grow
from, but the audience determines whether or not they want to engage. The decision is as simple
as changing the channel or not renting the film on Amazon and choosing something that makes
one feel good or helps them escape. Publicness, accessibility, confrontation, and disruption all
serve as the promise of the apeiron in public art that challenges white supremacist tropes so that
those tropes are not committed to history as universal truths.
Conflict resolution that brings about racial harmony can seem futile, especially as conflict
that escalates to abuse is becoming more prevalent and predictable. Take for example,
Monument Avenue in the former Confederate capital Richmond, Virginia. Not long ago, the
street was lined with Confederate sculptures, then in 2018 the Virginia Museum of Fine Art
commissioned a counter-Confederate sculpture to disrupt the white supremacist structures. The
inclusion of Kehinde Wiley’s Rumors of War disrupted the hermeneutic circle, creating an
apeiron (see fig. 70).
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Fig. 70. Williamson, Lisa. Rumors of War by Kehinde Wiley, Soul Vision Magazine, photo by
Queon Martin, soulvisionmagazine.com/kehinde-wiley-reveals-new-vision-of-america-at-vmfa/.
Sculpture of Matthew Fontaine Maury, photo uncredited, Outdoor Curiosities: Matthew
Fontaine Maury Statue, Richmond Times-Dispatch, Rex Springston, 11 Aug. 2019,
richmond.com/discover-richmond/outdoor-curiosities-matthew-fontaine-maurystatue/article_d6ce4294-06fa-5771-aae4-2f87ddac584d.html. Sculpture of J.E.B. Stuart, photo by
Jerre Bennett, Pinterest, www.pinterest.com/pin/355784439292822727/. Sculpture of Jefferson
Davis. The Washington Post, 2 Jul 2018, photo by Salwan Georges,
www.washingtonpost.com/local/virginia-politics/richmond-monument-panel-urges-removingjefferson-davis-statue/2018/07/02/73636904-7e17-11e8-bb6b-c1cb691f1402_story.html.
Accessed Aug. 9, 2021.

Derived from his series of portraits of the same title, Wiley says the structures to
Confederate military figures on Monument Avenue, “They’re designed to terrorize and menace.
They’re designed to remind the Black citizenry of Richmond that they have a place in society
and that they need to stay within those confined spaces” (Wiley) (see fig. 71).
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Fig. 71. Wiley, Kehinde. Rumors of War. Photo by Steve Helber. Las Vegas Sun, AP, 11 Dec.
2019. Accessed Aug. 9, 2021.
Wiley’s pose is similar to Confederate General J.E.B Stuart’s, with his torso twisted as if to call
the troops falling in behind him. His figure is the leader of a revolution, dressed in a hoodie
sweatshirt, jeans and high top sneakers, countering the post-Civil War white designed structures
depicting the semi-nude Black body in poses of gratitude to Abraham Lincoln. The position of
Wiley’s sculpture on Monument Avenue is about power, and proposes a challenge to the
Confederate generals.
Located in a place that previously served as a hermeneutic echo chamber, Wiley disrupts
the circle to bring a new possibility of interpretation. The circle is forced to transform into a
hermeneutic apeiron, represented as an infinity symbol, thus transforming interpretation (see fig.
72).
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Fig. 72. Williamson, Lisa. Duplicate of figure 71 overlayed with the hermeneutic apeiron.

Wiley invites a multiplicity of answers to the questions whose power and whose memory,
while generating more questions to be explored by the audience. The audience is forced to
reckon with their own fore-meanings, biases, assumptions and forgetfulness, while Wiley’s
statue presents itself in its otherness so that it may assert its own truth and directly challenge the
audience. The audience still approaches with fore-meanings, but when the fore-meanings are
challenged, interpretation re-calibrates in order to begin again. The movement from circular to
infinite places the work on firm grounding for interpretive activity and inquiry, while serving as
an immediate confrontation with fore-meanings.
The conflict created by white supremacy is not resolved with the inclusion of Wiley’s
sculpture, rather, transformation is underway as the voice of another perspective is included in
conversation. Audience response reveals something about themselves. Transformation takes
place if they become conscious of their own consciousness, confronting or ignoring the racism
within thus becomes a choice that has no place to hide. Counter-Confederate structures may or
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may not reach the consciousness of neo-Nazis, meaning neo-Nazis may dismiss counterConfederate structures without first reflecting on them, but counter-Confederate structures speak
to the larger, and more concerning part of the population, that proclaims I’m not racist, but…
Since beginning the writing of this chapter, it should be noted that all of the sculptures on
Monument Avenue have been removed, including the sculpture to General Robert E. Lee.
Rumors of War stands alone as the perceived victor. I say victor intentionally because it would
appear Wiley’s sculpture had the power to influence the removal the Confederate generals.
However, I argue that the removal of the Confederate structures does not remove racism, and
Wiley’s sculpture as victor is no longer in conversation with the Confederate sculptures. The
apeiron has collapsed and circular interpretation begins again.
Whether circular interpretation surrounding Wiley’s sculpture serves the community in a
more peaceful way than the circular interpretation of the Confederate sculptures will be
something future generations will need to consider, for today I would say yes, it does. On the
other-hand, one must consider whether the removal of the Confederate sculptures was a
necessary safety measure to avoid racial violence as a result of protests, or if the community
would have been better served to allow Wiley’s sculpture to remain in conversation with the
Confederate generals. The removal of Confederate sculptures may have succeeded in deescalating conflict between white supremacists protecting their heroes and the rest of the
community, but it does not remove white supremacy. What remains to be seen is if conflict has
been resolved or if conflict has merely been temporarily halted only to emerge elsewhere. The
removal of the sculptures may assuage feelings of anxiety for the time-being, but the
transformative potentiality of Wiley’s sculpture may be lessened as a result.
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“As the wealthy and poor are increasingly polarized in our society, face-to-face urban
confrontations occur, often with catastrophic consequences. Can public art avoid coming down
on the side of wealth and dominance in that confrontation? How can we as artists avoid
becoming accomplices to colonization? If we chose not to look at triumphs over nations and
neighborhoods as victories and advancements, what monuments could we build” (Baca 137)?

Chapter 5: Public Art and the Future Public

Much of what this writing has addressed relates to the Confederate structures themselves,
the meaning they carry forward through their symbols, the population for whom they work, and
the way in which the public interprets them. The psychology of supremacy is on display within
Confederate structures, while a new methodology of movement that enhances circular
interpretation has been presented. Although the notion of the apeiron as the origin of the universe
pre-dates the Socratics, finding examples of the apeiron at work in public art is challenging.
Before providing examples of public art that utilize the apeiron, the role and responsibility of the
artist must also be considered. When the mediator between idea and audience is the artist, the
artist is responsible for an efficient delivery of said idea.
What Kirk Savage references in Standing Soldiers, Kneeling Slaves, is a monument and
memorial campaign that uses the artist as a tool and weapon. Likewise, Savage confirms that
artists are not given the credit for the power they hold. Artists are culture creators and recorders,
and yet they are a neglected part of the public discourse on Confederate sculptures. Their names
remain unattached to their work whenever the work sees a resurgence in popularity due to
protests.
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For instance, why is it that the figure of General Robert E. Lee or the group United
Daughters of the Confederacy can evoke intense response, but there are no calls to seek and
destroy other works of sculptors who specialized in Confederate art? As art historian Sarah
Beetham explains, for women’s groups formed after the Civil War, “the act of commissioning
and dedicating a monument was significantly more important than the facts of its creation. It
should therefore not be surprising to see the monuments folded into the neo-Confederate
mythmaking that has resulted from the spread of Lost Cause ideology, which recasts the Civil
War from a conflict fought to preserve slavery into a battle for states’ rights fought by an
agrarian South against Northern industrial power” (Beetham).
Beetham further acknowledges that locating the names of the artists through
documentation, and on the work itself, is a challenging task. Many pieces reference the artist
simply as “Italian,” providing no name. The Monumental Bronze Company which made both
Northern and Southern monuments, did not attribute the work to individual artists. There were
Southern artists - Edward Valentine being one who was working in the Confederate aesthetic
tradition - but Confederate sculptors are not held to the same degree of responsibility as the
person(s) they sculpt. When a public work of art is marked with graffiti and the place is
activated, even then, at times, the crime is considered by the public to belong to the artist
wielding the spray paint rather than the artist who created the sculpture.
Such transference of ethical arguments between the art and the act of disruption, as
discussed in the public realm by way of journalistic reporting, tend to privilege the sculpture seen
as existing because of public input. The graffiti, on the other hand, is private sentiment made
publicly visible, and is considered a criminal act. The arguments privilege the language of a
sculpture over the language of the anonymous graffiti artist. However, the sculpture and graffiti
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are both public works of art, with the graffiti artist elevating the voices of the public who lack
representation in the sculpture.
Confederate sculptures, which are also private sentiments made public, are therefore the
first artistically rendered infraction against the public. They are not victims of abuse and
defilement. They exist because an artist accepted a commission, along with a responsibility of
care towards the public, which begs the question: for whose public are they created? Of course,
artists’ motivations will vary, from needing income to feeling a sense of responsibility to
perform a civic duty. It is a beautiful thing when both motivations are realized in one project, and
the artist can make thoughtfully engaged work while being able to pay their bills. However, the
responsibility for compassionate design rests on the shoulders of an artist working for the public,
otherwise they can just as easily remain in their studio alone making the work they want to make
with no regard for the audience.
Likewise, as trained experts in their field, artists have the authority to proclaim what is
harmful and abusive design. A layperson would not hire an electrician, for example, to rewire a
house, then explain to the electrician how to go about doing it. One would hope that the
electrician would not allow the interference and would explain the dangers of electrocution. This
expertise is the role artists must play with the public, foreseeing the potential hazards of public
design and arguing against causing harm while presenting alternatives. The artist also needs to be
willing to walk away from a commission if they feel their work will cause harm if executed the
way the commissioners wish, which is much easier said than done.
Such is the story of Czech sculptor Otakar Svec, credited with creating the world’s
largest statue of Joseph Stalin (see fig. 73).
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Fig. 73. Svec, Otakar. Sculpture of Stalin from article “Lukes: Padesata leta realisticke socharstvi
zprotivila.” Ceska Televize. Article by Evzen Beran. Photo by Czech News Agency (CTK), 21
May 2015, ct24.ceskatelevize.cz/kultura/1792601-lukes-padesata-leta-realisticke-socharstvizprotivila. Accessed June 12, 2021.

Answering a call for a competition to create a sculpture of the communist leader in
Prague, Svec, who was not a communist himself, submitted a design he had hoped would garner
media exposure and an honorable mention. Instead, he won the competition and against his own
hesitancy, embarked on the grueling task of depicting Stalin leading a proletarian army of
workers. The design was backhandedly dubbed by Svec’s peers as a “queue for meat” in
reference to Stalin standing in the front of the line as breadlines became synonymous with Soviet
shortages under communism. The enormous task of construction and Svec’s resulting demise are
depicted in director Viktor Polesny’s 2017 film Monstrum. Polesny says it is understandable that
Svec, turning to alcohol and an extra-marital affair, would fall into depression and seize vices for
self-medication during the project. Svec took his life, following the suicide of his wife and
collaborator, Vlasta Svecova, and neither saw the full completion of their work.
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The project began in 1949 and was unveiled in 1955, two years after Stalin’s death, and
by 1956 Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev had publicly denounced Stalin. Still, the statue stood in
Prague for seven years before being destroyed in 1962 using 800 kilograms, or close to 1800
pounds, of explosives. The fading of the myth of Stalin leaves many in a state of contradiction,
as explained by Aleksei Levinson, who in 2013 was a social research director at the independent
Levada Analytical Center in Moscow. In an interview with Radio Free Europe, he explains that
while Russians see the end of Stalin as an end to violence, terror, and mass repression, fifty
percent recognize him as playing a positive role in their country (Levinson).
Levinson says it is less a matter of converting Stalin’s negative activities to positive, and
more a willful forgetting of the negative. One can wonder if collective amnesia is invoked
because of pain and trauma, but Levinson’s characterization of Russia in 2013 is that it struggles
with a tension between opinion and public consciousness surrounding its symbols. Stalin, he
says, is considered with ambivalence. It is accepted in Russia that within this polarizing figure
existed both good and evil, while personally committing oneself to choosing which memory to
support symbolizes the struggle between various groups in Russia.
Beginning his film prior to 2012, Polesny touches on the movement to rehabilitate Stalin,
who Levinson acknowledges has seen a resurgence in popularity, and what it means to sculptor
Svec’s story. "To be honest, I never connected my idea with anything in the real political or
international arena. If now some moments and ideas from this film are beginning to seem
realistic, that has nothing to do with me. The times are just like that” Polesny says (Shimov).
What Levinson witnesses as a contradiction within the Russian consciousness was very much a
part of Svec’s internal struggle when presenting his plan and feeling pressured to see it through
to completion. Svec’s story is a compelling manifestation of the enormity of consequences
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shouldered by the artist when art and artists are weaponized for the purpose of political
campaigns.
Artists have long taken a stand against their work being used as propaganda, melting
further into abstraction until the public gives up trying to interpret the work and either dismisses
it entirely, engages on a superficial level, or spends time connecting to the work on a deeper
level. Engagement on a deeper level then becomes an appreciation and understanding of the
work as art in-and-of-itself rather than art as symbol. Abstraction is harder for the public to read
but eliminates determinate interpretation that concretizes meaning for future generations. This
open-endedness is not to say that abstraction is without a connection to politics simply because
the audience must work harder to make the connection.
The public may connect to materiality, such as the draped canvases of Sam Gilliam
where they can wrap themselves into folds of paint that reject rigid squares and rectangles (see
fig. 74).

Fig. 74. Gilliam, Sam. Double Merge: “Carousel II” and “Carousel II,” 1968. Sam
Gilliam/Artists Rights Society (ARS), New York; via Dia Art Foundation; Bill Jacobson
Studio. Accessed June 12, 2021.
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Or they imagine the passion with which Wassily Kandinsky strikes his brush against the
canvas as if he is conducting a jazz band (see fig. 75).

Fig. 75. Kandinsky, Wassily. Composition VII. The State Tretyakov Gallery, 12 Jun. 2017,
www.artsy.net/article/artsy-editorial-artist-kandinsky. Accessed June 12, 2021.

Or they pick up the subtle shimmering of what looks like make-up smeared across Helen
Frankenthaler's-stained canvases (see fig. 76)

Fig. 76. Frankenthaler, Helen. Around the Clock with Red. Afasia archzine, 5 Jul. 2012,
afasiaarchzine.com/2012/05/helen-frankenthaler-3/. Accessed June 12, 2021.
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The public can follow the shadows that move across concrete blocks warmed by the sun
at Donald Judd’s compound in the desert (see fig. 77).

Fig. 77. Judd, Donald. 15 Untitled Works in Concrete. Chinati Foundation, photo by Florian
Holzher, 2021, chinati.org/collection/donald-judd/. Accessed June 12, 2021.

Quiet protests, tradition and canons, racism and toxic masculinity, private institutions and
the bourgeoise class . . . all find their place in abstract art.
But most importantly, abstract work does not tell the public how to feel about personal
observations. If the public is willing to investigate the art, to spend time with it, questions
naturally arise: What am I looking at? How does it make me feel? Why do I feel this way? The
activity of spending time with abstract art can therefore be viewed as meditative, helpful in
inviting thoughts to bubble up and be considered or released. Compared to realism, abstract art is
less confrontational, not easily read, and it is not easily appropriated for the purpose of causing
harm. It is diametrically opposed to representational figurative art, with some critics arguing it
moves so far from center that it falls off the ledge of unintelligible, the challenge of which could
be its only harm.4
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In some respects, it might be considered the safest form of public art, blurring the line
between fine art and architecture. Jean Dubuffet’s or Louise Bourgeois’s abstract public
sculptures may be controversial in the sense that a portion of the public that does not
comprehend abstract art vocalizes it as a waste of taxpayer dollars (see figs. 78 & 79).

Fig. 78. Dubuffet, Jean. Monument with Standing Beast. Public Art in Chicago, Jyoti, Blogspot,
28 Oct. 2007, chicago-outdoor-sculptures.blogspot.com/2007/09/monument-with-standing-beastjean.html. Accessed June 12, 2021.

Fig. 79. Bourgeois, Louise. Maman. Hyperpower: A Photography, Art & Music Compendium,
TW1213, Blogspot, 9 May 2011, hyper-power.blogspot.com/2011/05/louise-bourgeois.html.
Accessed June 12, 2021.
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But their pieces are not controversial because they spread propaganda and cause harm.
They may invite debate on the merits of artistic taste, but they will not divide and organize the
public by skin color. Non-representational art is meant to be anti-supremacist, accessible to all,
and yet it is still subject to the same trappings as Confederate sculptures when the public is not
considered. The debate between abstract and representational public art is further complicated
when questions arise in the planning process that must consider what the work is and why it
needs to exist, and why it needs to exist in this place at this time and created by this artist.
A public art proposal must consider whether the public is best served through the
representation of an event or human being, if representation leaves open the opportunity for
slippage and abuse, and if the purpose of the project is for beautification or transformation. A
definitive answer would prove to be easier in the short term for any of the questions, and yet all
pose their own challenges depending on who is answering. Determining long-term consequences
is far trickier and requires input from several resources to gain a full understanding.
Many times, it is easier for artists to accept public critique after the work is installed, than
to engage the public to participate in the process of collaboration in order to gather input and
consider multiple perspectives. Collaboration takes a great deal of planning on the part of the
artist and granting organization. Even collaboration through a design charrette will stall if
terminology or mission cannot be agreed upon. Then there is the question of who gets to be
involved in such a charrette and who is leading it. If it is open to the public, who is the public
and whose public is it? What is the make-up of the audience and is there incentive to mold and
manipulate the audience?
As the communicator to the public, the artist is in a challenging and unique position to
speak through their art with an understanding of the public, or the willingness to engage in
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conversation with the public. The artist is responsible for negotiating designs that consider the
public. With an increasing number of public art organizations developing in metropolitan areas,
the need for a checks and balance system to ensure socially responsible design is being addressed
with varying degrees of success, and most definitely facing learning curves.
Rick Lowe’s Project Row Houses in Texas is an example of a successful project born
from the public’s rejection (see fig.80).

Fig. 80. Lowe, Rick. Project Row Houses from “Rick Lowe’s Project Row Houses.”
Artisanaction, Nicole Galemm, 23 Mar. 2013, artisanaction.wordpress.com/2015/03/23/ricklowes-project-row-houses/. Accessed June 12, 2021.

Lowe loosened control of the project and allowed it to grow in a new direction by asking
questions of the public, residents in the community where he planned to turn a series of row
houses into a guerrilla art project. Residents had complained that single mothers were struggling
to provide for their children, and an art project in the neighborhood seemed to minimize the
problems women faced. Although art would be a welcome addition if blight were a concern, it
was not solving the larger concerns shared by the residents.
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Public projects that fail to take the public into consideration are grounds for community
distrust, and artists can be seen as exploitative if they fail to ask questions and respect the
answers. Listening to their concerns, Lowe was able to establish a residency program that offered
single mothers housing in exchange for help with the art program. The mothers were also
afforded the opportunity to go to school and receive or finish their education as part of the
program that used art in order to solve social concerns.
The project proved to be so successful, the next concern was the gentrification of the
neighborhood. Lowe found himself delving into commercial real estate to protect the residents
from housing disparities, abuse, and exploitation by developers. Lowe’s project became a model
of collaboration within a community, while demonstrating the uniqueness of the needs of each
community and the care with which a community needs to be approached. It is not for the artist
to seize an opportunity when the consequences can adversely affect the public. As mentioned in
previous chapters, the extension of Lowe’s level of care has not historically been protocol for
public art. Project Row Houses is neither representational nor abstract, but an ethico-political
response, allowing the art and public to work in collaboration. As a result, the community
benefits in positive ways. Although anyone can visit the row houses and attend art functions, the
project serves the public who live within the community.
How artists engage with and serve the public has always been the subject of scrutiny,
leading to the formation of organizations for the purpose of mediating artistic projects and public
desire. Although not guaranteed to please the public with every design decision and project,
these organizations collaborate with the public to gain a better understanding of the public. In the
research for his book Down Along with that Devil’s Bones, which draws parallels between the
idolization of Nathan Bedford Forrest and the protests surrounding Forrest statues across the
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south, Journalist and NPR producer Connor Towne O’Neill discovers that the battles
surrounding Confederate statues signal the continuation of the Civil War in the public realm. In
other words, the statues are not causing racial conflict, but revealing the conflict that has never
been addressed. Because of the exploitation of public space, the lack of care for the public
audience, and the questionable intentions of the artists, Confederate sculptures continue to abuse
a generous portion of the public, and yet, without the help of protests to activate the places where
they are installed, another portion of the public may pass by without ever knowing or caring
about their meaning.
Through the lens of the white audience, the danger of being categorized as part of the
public that lacks self-reflection should be of consistent concern. Being removed from place and
connection to a point in time further covers meaning, which is in danger of being packed away
with dismantled sculptures. Dismantling public sculptures risks dismantling public discourse,
while the removal of white supremacist sculptures does not remove white supremacist ideology.
What should never be forgotten is the way the sculptures make the public feel, whether that
feeling is pride or disgust and fear. In contemporary society, protests and violence indicate the
power the sculptures hold over the public, and although many would like to believe the
protestations over white supremacist sculptures is a new phenomenon, it is not.
Accounts exist of the response of the Black public that remove theory and speculation
and speak to fact. In Standing Soldiers, Kneeling Slaves, Kirk Savage recounts Frederick
Douglass’s concern for the Lincoln sculptures during Reconstruction, the depiction of the Black
body in chains, and the interpretations of emancipation put forth by white sculptors. However, it
is Mamie Garvin Fields’ account that provides striking insight into public response, arrested in
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time and place. In Lemon Swamp and Other Places: A Carolina Memoir, Fields recounts a story
of racial intimidation and her subsequent feelings to her granddaughter Karen Fields:
[T]hey put up a life-size figure of John C. Calhoun preaching and stood it up on the
Citadel Green, where it looked at you like another person in the park. Blacks took that
statue personally. As you passed by, here was Calhoun looking you in the face and telling
you ‘N****r, you may not be a slave, but I am back to see you stay in your place…’ We
used to carry something with us, if we knew we would be passing that way, in order to
deface that statue-scratch up the coat, break the watch chain, try to knock off the
nose…(Fields 57) (see fig. 81).

Fig. 81. Original John C. Calhoun sculpture installed in Charleston, South Carolina 1892. Photo
by A. Wittemann. 9 Jun, 2020, www.rocketcitynow.com/article/news/politics/charlestonlawmaker-calls-for-removal-johnccalhoun-statue-marionsquare/101-c74867e4-03c6-4cab-8ce811ec639cfb3d. Accessed June 12, 2021.
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Fields continues that the statute was abused so frequently by Black people passing through the
park, that it was placed atop a taller pedestal in order to protect it (see fig. 82).

Fig. 82. Sullivan, Daniel A.J. The newer John C. Calhoun sculpture in Charleston, South
Carolina installed in 1896 and removed in 2020. Photo by Ethan Kytle. The South Carolina
Monument That Symbolizes Clashing Memories of Slavery, by Blain Roberts and Ethan Kytle,
Zocalo Public Square, www.zocalopublicsquare.org/2018/09/06/south-carolina-monumentsymbolizes-clashing-memories-slavery/ideas/essay/. Accessed June 12, 2021.
“I believe white people were talking to us about Jim Crow through that statue. But where
segregated parks are concerned, telling us to stay in our place didn't mean that we were going to
get a place to stay in” (Fields 57).
Fields’ account is first person, the first-tier witness as discussed in Chapter Two, who
provides a memory from direct experience. Removed from place-in-time, as well as detached
from the generational trauma of racial violence, the work of Sarah Beetham, Savage, O’Neill,
and many more can piece together dates and clues but nothing expresses the true sentiment of
what it feels like for a little Black girl to witness the installation of a white supremacist statue
during the Jim Crow era like Fields’ account. Considering there was no public place in which
Black people could sit and rest or gather, Calhoun’s statue is a watchdog refusing admittance,
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and it was interpreted as such. The statue claims a place and imprints the land with a violent
memory for Fields, even after the statue is removed and all that remains is a pedestal. It has
never been, and never will be, a statue for the public.
Author and curator Patricia C. Phillips observes that “Public art occupies the edges of
discourse” and is “excluded from emergent interdisciplinary dialogue on urban conditions, civic
life, and cultural and social change” (Lacy 60). In her essay “Public Construction,” Phillips
questions what it means to form a future public by re-envisioning the role of public art: “Rather
than serve as predictable urban decor or diversion, public art can be a form of radical education
that challenges the structures and conditions of cultural and political institutions” (60). In other
words, the border conditions of public art, the space in which it occupies both physically and
ideologically, allows it to be used to probe the questions: What is public? What is the public?
Her concern is whether public art can be used to represent commonality, and if the place in
which it resides is able to accept difference.
Her inquiry is invaluable in its assessment of the potentiality of the work public art can
do, while serving as a rubric to determine how the work might live over time. Whether the art is
representational or abstract is also part of Phillips’ concern as she acknowledges the lack of civic
content in public work of the 1990s. Abstract work lacking easily accessible content fails to
address civic concerns and representational work oftentimes addresses civic concerns through a
narrow perspective. Phillips’ concern is shared by several other contributors to Suzanne Lacy’s
Mapping the Terrain: New Genre Public Art, and is put into practice in new public art projects
such as the 9/11 Memorial in New York City, the Holocaust Memorial in Berlin, and the Peace
and Justice Memorial in Montgomery, Alabama.

277
Where Phillips’ puts forth future considerations that help to form future publics, she does
not address existing sculptures, specifically Confederate, that fail to address her concerns. The
public that exists today and the formation of the future public that stand for and against
Confederate sculptures continues to strengthen. O’Neill says it was the erection of a new Nathan
Bedford Forrest statue in Selma, Alabama in 2015, that inspired him to set upon his quest to
understand the relationship between white supremacists, their public art, and the public to whom
they are speaking. Those who were installing the Forrest statue did so to influence a future
public; the artist is not included or acknowledged in the conversation, and is therefore
perceivably absolved from responsibility.
Whether carefully crafted by an artist or duplicated numerous times through mechanical
reproduction, the Confederate group demands recognition over the artist, grants themselves the
authority to name and define the sculpture as a monument or memorial, and insists that it is a
work of art. The Confederate group assumes authorship over the sculpture, as well as
responsibility for the consequences, if and when those arise. Consequence is usually met with a
defense, looping back to memory, history, tradition, and loyalty. If the statue is yanked off its
pedestal, the act would be decried by part of the public as a defacement of art. Anger is directed
at removal over the initial installation and is rarely directed at the artist themselves. If the artist is
still living, they could argue whether or not the sculpture is a work of art, or if they want to
continue to be associated with the way the art is being used.
Arguments over artistic authorship are nothing new and well-known debates have caused
ripples within the art world and the art market. Artists have dug their heels in when challenged
over authorship, control, and who gets to call art art. In addition to whether or not a piece holds
artistic merit are the moments when artists challenge new understandings of authorship and

278
stewardship. Cohabitation with a work over time alters the understanding of authorship of a
memorial and can lead to a morphing, if not outright coopting, of its stewardship, subsequently
evoking varying responses from the artists. One example involves the sculpture of abolitionist
Henry Ward Beecher, brother of author and abolitionist Harriet Beecher Stowe, created by John
Quincy Adams Ward in 1890 (see fig. 83).

Fig. 83. Ward, John Quincy Adams. Henry Ward Beecher. Wikimedia Commons, Beyond My
Ken, 3 Mar. 2013, en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Henry_Ward_Beecher_Monument. Accessed June 15,
2021.

279
Once called one of the finest works of public art in the country by the Metropolitan Museum of
Art, Beecher’s statue is flanked by a young Black woman and two white children to demonstrate
his affection for children and support for the abolitionist movement (Sharp 68).
More than one hundred years later, artist David Hammons quietly places a shawl on the
Black woman’s shoulders in the dead of winter, an expression of care towards a vulnerable Black
body exposed to the elements (see fig. 84).

Fig. 84. Hammons, David. Unnamed performance by David Hammons in Brooklyn, NY. New
York Times Style Magazine, Daniel S. Palmer, New York Times, 10 Oct. 2020,
nytimes.com/2020/10/09/t-magazine/david-hammons-monuments.html. Accessed June 17, 2021.

His actions draw attention to the heavily cloaked Beecher and a history of exposing the
Black figure’s skin within sculpture. His performance humanizes the Black woman by indicating
she is not merely a decorative element or symbol, but a human being. An homage to abolitionism
today must also recognize the trope of the white savior who is rescuing an enslaved Black person
from a system perpetuated by white people. Hammons’s critique is subtle and nuanced, but
powerful.
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He is in conversation with the artist John Quincy Adams Ward directly, artist-to-artist rather than
artist-to-funding-body. A conversation between contemporary artist and deceased modern artist
brings the statue into contemporary conversation as Hammons coopts the work and demonstrates
his own act of stewardship. Hammons does not engage in this performance for an audience or for
recognition, but as a quiet recontextualization that includes the conjunction and. It is a sculpture
celebrating the heroics of Beecher and it exposes the Black woman while concretizing her in a
vulnerable position.
Sometimes an artist realizes their work is being coopted for something they do not agree
with and they renounce the work entirely causing the work to lose artistic merit and value. It is
possible that if the artist who designed a Union soldier knew that their work had been
appropriated for the creation of a Confederate terrorist campaign they would have done the same
as installation artist Cady Noland, and renounced the work as no longer being their art (see fig.
85).

Fig. 85. Noland, Cady. One iteration of Noland’s Log Cabin piece. The Art Newspaper, Daniel
Grant, The Art Newspaper, 3 Jun. 2020, www.theartnewspaper.com/news/court-dismisses-cadynoland-s-lawsuit-against-collector-and-dealers-who-log-cabin-sculpture. Accessed June 17,
2021.
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Noland’s Log Cabin, originally created as a memorial to former chief curator at the San
Francisco Museum of Modern Art, John Caldwell, was purchased by collector Wilhelm
Schürmann and displayed in Germany. With Noland’s permission Schürmann had the log cabin
stained and displayed outdoors. Noland’s renouncement came after she learned her piece had
gone through extensive restoration after exposure to the elements and resale to dealers in the
U.S. was being negotiated. Noland’s perspective was that the log cabin no longer resembled her
original intentions, further opening debates surrounding artistic copyright and reach after the
work has resided in the public realm.
Renouncements such as Noland’s diminish the current and future value of the work,
while calling into question whether the work is still art if the artist says it is not. It also calls in to
question the recognition of legal bodies in granting artist’s rights over authorship once money
has changed hands and the artist no longer owns the work they created. As of this writing,
Noland lost her third appeal to have her name removed from the work, challenging the question
of conservation and at what point conservation completely changes an object. Organizations,
such as Daughters of the Confederacy, often claim ownership of the work and serve as the
consultants if a work is to be moved; the artist does not. If the artist is still alive, they are not part
of the process in determining how their work continues to live.
If it is art in-and-of-itself, free from the attachment to the artist, does this mean the
Confederate sculpture deserves the benefit of the doubt that it is a work of art? My assessment is
that the Confederate sculpture is a work of art in the same way an engraved gun is a work of art,
serving as a dangerous weapon first, but camouflaged for decorative flair. Although Confederate
art as weapon was not the only understanding at the time of inception and creation, this is into
what Confederate art has morphed. Whereas artists are no longer alive to insert themselves in the
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conversation, it is up to contemporary artists to demonstrate the way in which art works in the
community in shaping the public. The consideration of whether something is art has served as
the catalyst and debate for art movements throughout history; nevertheless the question also
needs to be applied to Confederate structures instead of being accepted blindly by the public.
When not called into question, the public accepts the weapon as art because Confederate
groups call it art and accepts the structure as a monument or memorial because Confederate
groups call it a monument or memorial. Both labels, monument and memorial, have been
challenged in Chapters One and Two to argue how Confederate structures fail to meet the criteria
of both. However, as expressed in Chapter One, laws written into state constitutions that attempt
to define what public art is for the purpose of protecting monuments and memorials, serve to
suppress dissenting questions posed by the public and force compliance under threat of arrest and
prosecution. Fields’ account of Black public response to the sculpture of Calhoun gives insight
into why laws were enacted to protect Jim Crow era structures, meaning structures created to
terrorize the Black community. Enraging the Black public to the point where they would put
their safety at risk to deface a Confederate structure in a segregated park, such bias protections
resulted in racial violence, arrest, and imprisonment.
Today the same sculptures are not only remnants of Jim Crow laws but continue to
enforce Jim Crow by policing public spaces and attempting to deter dissenting opinions. In 2021,
acts of disruption will still lead to violence, arrests, and the establishment of a criminal record
because while part of the public silently accepts the structures as they are, the portion of the
public who does not accept them is growing. However, as Fields reminds, the rejection of art
created to humiliate and degrade the public has long been present. Charges of “inciting violence”
or “inciting a riot” for taking down a structure are just as befitting, if not more so, when applied
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to their initial installation. And yet Confederate groups and Confederate artists are not legally
held accountable when they lodge the first violent strike.
There are no legal repercussions or arrest records reflecting acts of violence carried out in
the name of the creation of Confederate art. Social contracts are not adhered to in the process of
creation and installation, so it should come as no surprise that they are not adhered to when the
structures are challenged. In Lacy’s collection of essays on public art, Patricia C. Phillips
explains, “[T]here is no genetic blueprint for a public vision; commitment to community is an
acquired characteristic that requires attentive development,” meaning that the process of
collaboration in the creation of public art is a process that needs to be facilitated, fostered, and
nurtured (Lacy 62).
And yet, white supremacy is based specifically on a non-existent genetic blueprint that
continues to be carried forward because of a lack of care and commitment to the development of
the public. Rather, the supremacist commitment is to a development of a supremacist public,
whether that public already exists or not. In the face of ambiguity, white supremacists seem to be
collectively committed to a vision of a future public and development of community; it is the
institutionalization of racism, exemplified in acceptance of language, tradition, and loyalty, as
well as avoidance, whether due to apathy, fear, lack of education, or, sadly, perhaps even
laziness, that continues to divide the public. A critique of white supremacist intention is not to
say that white supremacists are not protected by freedom of artistic expression, rather, that racist
artistic expression does not belong in a public place.
Protecting a Confederate structure’s place in the public protects its adherence to Jim
Crow and segregates the community, just as the structure was intended to do. To let the statues
continue to stand for Jim Crow is to stand behind Jim Crow as a community because if the
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community is not willing to remove, disrupt, or add context refuting a structure’s position on Jim
Crow, the sculpture creates conflict, invites escalation, and holds a status quo. If the existing
structure stands uncontested, it is because of collective ambivalence. If the public is ambivalent,
the subsequent exploitation and humiliation of the public is accepted.
Never an independent, autonomous event, public art is embedded in the political,
economic, and ethical consideration of cities and communities. Thus, it is important to rigorously
examine the politics governing the production of public art at a particular site to look at what is
behind our backs when we stop to look at the sculpture, to look at what the art encourages us to
see-and urges us to overlook. Phillips encourages the audience to look at whether public art
involves the viewer in the complexities of urban experience, or if it is offered as decoration or
distraction, a sedative that quiets legitimate concerns or objections (Lacy 64).
Confederate structures do not participate in civic discussions, nor do they create distance
through abstraction or serve as decoration. Built with the sentiments of us versus them, they
dismiss the public as irrelevant or see them as potential recruits to the ideology. Creating new
public art means the art must be able to accept questions about social and political context.
Critiquing public art that already exists means applying the same line of questioning and being
willing to correct inadequacies by adding context. The removal of a structure may be sufficient if
inadequacies cannot be addressed in a way that makes sense for the current and future public.
Whereas the lone artist confined to the studio has permission to make mistakes and not
consider the audience, audience participation is the driver behind public art in the discovery
between the democratic process of planning and the activity of the art’s production. Mistakes
will be made, but the creator of public work and the representatives who endorse its installation
need to be willing to accept responsibility. The intention of the outcome of public art is the
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formation of the audience, which, in places where Confederate structures reside, is divided, and
this notable reality is a critical point in the social surge that is behind a paradigmatic shift.
Phillips asserts that public art has the power to change consciousness and affect action for
the betterment of humanity; I agree that it can. Betterment can be attained by acknowledging that
not all conflicts will be resolved but do not have to escalate either. The way in which public art
can participate in conflict transformation is to acknowledge the conflict and acknowledge the
various perspectives about the conflict rather than choosing a side. Confederate structures are
racist and they are a point of understanding for the self-identified Confederate. The selfidentified Confederate may also be a self-identified white supremacist and they feel pain for the
loss of loved ones, history, and tradition. The goal should not be to label right from wrong, or
dismiss the pain of another. The general population believes enslaving people was wrong. The
goal should be to explain how strict adherence to ideology harms another human being, and how
the ideology depicted in Confederate public art displays a lack of care and concern for those who
have been abused and neglected through racist laws and practices. While not agreeing with the
ideology of the sculpture, sculpture can still acknowledge pain and loss.
Confederate structures have already proven to successfully affect action, and, as a result,
their impact on collective consciousness reflects diminishing tolerance for them. As hope and
healthy boundaries within BIPOC communities and changing ideas of the value of diversity
echoed within broader communities both trickle into the national ethos, often at moments of
intense pain, such as the country experienced in the summer of 2020 with the Black Lives Matter
protests, the question is thus not whether public art can affect consciousness and action, rather, it
is how public art might assist in translating a multiplicity of views to move the public through a
transformative process. Time is perhaps the only index of whether it can lead to conflict
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resolution with permanency, however, I argue that, as transactional forces, public art can
facilitate conflict transformation away from escalation that abuses the public in an attempt to
perpetuate what may be otherwise increasingly dying ideologies toward inclusivity and peaceful
acceptance of changing times instead.
As asserted in Chapter Four, the hermeneutic apeiron recognizes public art’s endowment
as a site within which opposing views can have a collective experience while negotiating space
around the same place, as Phillips asserted. There is a level of intimacy that takes place when
viewing public art, a moment of I see you, seeing me, while I gaze and respond to this art
through my body and behavior. The chance for intimacy and the ways in which the public avoids
intimacy are the reasons Confederate sculptures have lived as long as they have because when
one is standing in front of a white supremacist structure, the response to the structure can be
more immediate and revealing than any word or action, meaning the viewer and their response is
also on public display. To the white viewer, the structure asks the question: Whose side are you
on? The sculpture is a line in the sand. Should the sculptures remain because they are historical,
memorials to the dead, and fine works of art? Where this writing has probed linguistic, artistic,
and historical relevancy, we must ask What questions remain? There are an infinite number of
questions that can be asked collectively and individually.
The U.S. is beginning to explore new questions in the sphere that is public art and, in so
doing, is engaging the power of public art to facilitate conflict transformation, which is to say
that the country is striving, perhaps even yearning for art that neither abuses the public nor seeks
conflict resolution, but moves the viewer through transformation instead. Presently, most of the
monological and dialectical Confederate structures create conflict that escalates to abuse within
the hermeneutic circle, while removing them misses an opportunity to aid in the transformation
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of the ideology of white supremacy. Recontextualizing them to include a multiplicity of voices,
or invert the power dynamic of the original structure, engages the apeiron, the movement
required for transformation. As the U.S. continues to explore numerous ways to utilize public art
for collective healing, we can look to other countries for guidance.
In Budapest, Hungary, Memento Park became home to displaced structures to communist
leaders after the fall of the regime in 1989 (see figs. 86 & 87).

Fig. 86. Aerial view of Memento Park, Budapest, Hungary. Photo unknown. Travel Service,
www.boedapestreizen.nl/memento-park-een-park-vol-historie/. Accessed June 17, 2021.

Fig. 87. Sculptures in Memento Park, Budapest, Hungary. Photo unknown. Batch Festival 2019,
Caleb Lewis, Audrey Journal, 14 Apr. 2019, www.audreyjournal.com.au/arts/a-little-historyplay/. Accessed June 18, 2021.
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By 1993, the outdoor museum containing forty-two pieces of art to communism that had
previously been dispersed around Budapest opened to the public. Located within the larger
complex is Statue Park - also known as A Sentence About Tyranny Park - which places the
sculptures on a looping trail and in conversation with each other, and Witness Square, which
includes a theater and a narration of history. Within the outdoor spaces, the scale of the Soviet
era structures is meant to feel over-powering to the audience, larger than life; however, within
the confines of the park, the structures become more accessible and less intimidating.
A particularly powerful sculpture is a centrally located pair of large bronze boots on a
pedestal, a replica of the remains of a twenty-six-foot-tall Stalin sculpture that used to stand in
the center of Budapest (see figs. 88 & 89).

Fig. 88. Eleod, Akos. Bronze reproduction of Stalin’s boots from Mikus’s fallen sculpture in
Memento Park, Budapest, Hungary. The Crowded Planet, Margherita, The Crowded Planet, 9
Oct. 2014, www.thecrowdedplanet.com/budapest-memento-park/. Accessed June 18, 2021.
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Fig. 89. Mikus, Sándor. Full-size original Stalin sculpture in Budapest, Hungary. Wikimedia
Commons, Gyula Nagy, Wikimedia, 5 Nov. 2015,
commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Szt%C3%A1lin_szobor_Budapest.jpg. Accessed June 18,
2021.
Initially called a “gift” from the people of Hungary to the Soviet Union, the statue of Stalin was
destroyed during the October Revolution in 1956. The body, sawed away from the boots, went
smashing to the ground. The resurrection of the empty boots serves as a reminder of the power of
the revolution and the unwavering resolve of the Hungarian people.
The park also contains statues to Lenin, Marx, Engels, Georgi Dimitrov, and Che
Guevara. Other structures include the Workers Movement Memorial and the Republic of
Councils Monument by Kiss Istvan, and the Workers Militia Monument by Kiss Nagy Andras.
Stylized to exhibit the strength and power of the people, the juxtaposition of the structures to the
workers in such proximity to the communist leaders provides an opportunity for discussion on
the idealization versus the reality of communist rule in Hungary. On their own, the structures to
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the workers are jubilant and proud, part of the propaganda campaign to demonstrate how
workers thrive under communism.
Witness Square, also known as Neverwas Square, is home to an exhibition space, and
adds context to the structures by tracing the history through complimentary exhibits. Today, the
space hosts school groups and cultural events, and screens retro films. Hungarian architect and
the museum’s designer, Akos Eleod, says of the complex to communism: “This park is about
dictatorship. And at the same time, because it can be talked about, described, and built up, this
park is about democracy. Only democracy can provide an opportunity to think freely about
dictatorship” (Eleod).
Berlin, Germany has similarly dealt with controversial structures, even allowing them to
remain, but including further explanation. One example is the Herbert Baum Memorial. Installed
in 1981, it commemorates the Jewish-German resistance attack in 1942 that resulted in the
execution of Baum and his group of resistance fighters along with a further five hundred Jews in
retaliation. Baum and his group carried out an arson attack during the screening of Nazi
propaganda film The Soviet Paradise. Used to justify going to war with the Soviet Union, the
film depicted poverty and depravity in nations under Jewish Bolshevik rule.
Baum’s fighters were a diverse group, the extent of which was neglected when the
Soviet-supported German Democratic Republic installed the concrete block commemorating
what it deemed a unified communist uprising against Nazism. Although installed under the guise
of a celebratory structure signifying friendship via a shared mission, the memorial served a dual
role as pro-communist propaganda. In 2000, a plexiglass panel was installed to correct the
GDR’s message by adding fuller context. Although the original inscription is visible under the
plexiglass, the additional layer halts the viewer at the names of the individual resistance fighters,
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demonstrating that their resistance was not carried out in the name of communism, but in their
shared desire to fight anti-Semitism and eradicate fascism (see fig. 90).

Fig. 90. Unknown, Herbert Baum Group Resistance Memorial, Berlin, Germany. Resistance
Memorials in Berlin, A Teacher’s Guide to the Holocaust, 2005,
fcit.usf.edu/holocaust/photos/berres/berres02.htm. Accessed June 18, 2021.

While Soviet-era structures are still being removed and recontextualized as public
consciousness shifts and gains confidence, contemporary structures continue to be developed and
installed in the public realm. Transformation is the process that happens within the body, where
self-consciousness is achieved individually and collectively. Thus, new structures that rely on the
phenomenological, or a full body experience that activates awareness of the nature of being, are
proving to be essential for self-reflection. Contemporary structures that engage several senses
and place the viewer’s body in an experience hold great promise for conflict transformation by
instigating such self-awareness.
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In Berlin, the Memorial to the Homosexuals Persecuted Under the National Socialist
Regime, is, for some viewers, a jarring confrontation with internalized homophobia (see fig. 91).

Fig. 91. Elmgreen, Michael and Ingar Dragset. Memorial to the Homosexuals Persecuted Under
the National Socialist Regime. Rachel’s Ruminations, Rachel Heller,
rachelsruminations.com/memorial-to-the-murdered-jews/. Accessed June 18, 2021.

Standing alone and exposed in a public park, yet shrouded in secrecy, the concrete block
invites viewers to experience the memorial individually. Once the viewer approaches the facesized window in the structure, they take the perspective of the voyeur witnessing a rolling video
exhibiting displays of affection between same-sex couples (see fig. 92).
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Fig. 92. Elmgreen, Michael and Ingar Dragset. Video playing within the Memorial to the
Homosexuals Persecuted Under the National Socialist Regime. With Berlin Love, 27 Jan. 2015,
withberlinlove.com/2015/01/27/memorial-to-the-homosexuals-persecuted-under-the-nationalsocialist-regime/. Accessed June 18, 2021.

Although the viewing experience is private, the viewer’s body responds with immediate honesty.
While some viewers would stay and feel comfortable in the shared intimacy of an affectionate
moment, others abruptly recoil, signaling something further to examine about oneself and ideas
of love and touch. The viewer also serves as part of the installation, on display for others to
observe their body’s response.
Through the process of a competition to recognize gay people as a group targeted by the
Nazis, artists Michael Elmgreen’s and Ingar Dragset’s design was selected for installation in
Berlin. It was estimated that between 10,000-15,000 homosexuals were murdered in
concentration camps during the Holocaust; however, due to discriminatory laws still in effect
following World War II, survivors did not come forward to aid in the prosecution of Nazi war
criminals. In fact, gay people as a victim group were not recognized by the German government
until the 1980s, and laws that outlawed same-sex activity were not voided until 1994. The
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memorial, which opened to the public in 2008, echoes the large concrete slabs in the neighboring
Memorial to the Murdered Jews of Europe, a project which began in 1999 and opened to the
public in 2005 (see fig. 93).

Fig. 93. Eisenman, Peter. Memorial to the Murdered Jews of Europe. Flickr, photo by Trevor
Patt, Flickr, 18 Jun. 2015, www.flickr.com/photos/trevorpatt/19574568110. Accessed June 18,
2021.

A meditation on the physical and emotional weight of loss, the Memorial to the
Murdered Jews of Europe walks the audience between 2,711 concrete slabs that slowly rise
while the path undulates underfoot. 5 Providing a quiet place for reflection, it is not long before
the slabs, or stelae, tower overhead, creating a growing sense of unease. By the time the slabs
surround the viewer, the shadows of casket-like structures fall across the body. A feeling of
anxiety and claustrophobia creep in, and the clear path out of the maze becomes obscured.
Located in the Mitte area between East and West Berlin, a city that, prior to the Holocaust, had
one of the largest populations of Jewish people in Europe, its centralized locus demands
attention.
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Devoid of applied color and text, the memorial is not meant to be passively studied but
actively experienced. Interpretation remains open and in flux, guiding the audience to absorb
new meanings and ways of seeing, thus nourishing a new way of what Heidegger calls being-inthe-world, or in German Dasein. In other words, da “there” and sein “to be,” is the way in which
human beings become conscious of their own consciousness while encountering mortality and
the relationships with other humans. While Heidegger’s Dasein, and other interpretations by
various thinkers of this complex word, have no doubt influenced modern design and art,
especially as it pertains to minimalism, French phenomenologist Emmanuel Levinas challenges
Heidegger’s interpretation by specifying the anti-socialness of Heidegger’s theory.
Levinas’s ethics of the Other introduces a social component, an ethics of care extended to
the Other in duty and responsibility. While some have questioned the minimalist design of this
memorial, the work it does in the public and for the public is an extension of care that moves
beyond abstract or minimalist work that is merely art for art’s sake. Winding paths place the
viewer in a position to confront the Other. The Other is, therefore, not simply a component of
subjectivity, rather, it serves to orient subjectivity. Within the memorial are opportunities to meet
the infinite Other and to bear witness to the magnitude of deaths of the Other because of a lack of
care for the Other. The hermeneutic apeiron is engaged as the experience is different with each
visit, the encounter is different with each Other.
American architect Peter Eisenman, best known for being an educator and theorist with a
focus on deconstructionism and post-modernism, spent his career attempting to liberate form
from meaning. His design for the Memorial to the Murdered Jews of Europe invites the visitor to
formulate their own questions and make their own connections, using time and space as the
catalyst. Shadows shift with the sun, the temperature of the stelae changes in response to the
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weather, and the perceptual experience of the environment is one that expands and contracts
around the body. While the abstract nature of the memorial was intended to be free from context,
it is not free from controversy. Eisenman intentionally omitted text from the stelae, instead
hoping to create an environment that evoked the loss and disorientation Jews felt during the
Holocaust. However, it also does something else: it avoids creating a place for the viewer to
disappear in the text and instead requires the viewer to navigate the gridded pathway in
anticipation of encountering the Other.
Although the experience is personal, it is also collective and public. Eisenman’s work is
interpreted as an attempt to separate form from meaning, however, I assert that the success of his
project was in separating form from singular interpretation, to move the subject to a full sensory
experience, and place the body as the origin of interpretation through sense perception, hence the
reason he was against including written interpretation. Written interpretation would concretize
meaning and place the historical in the past rather than the present and future. Likewise,
Eisenman was against including anti-graffiti measures that would protect the porous stelae,
saying that if someone chose to paint a swastika it reflected how someone felt. His insistence is
possibly because an encounter with a white supremacist or anti-Semite is also an encounter with
the Other, adding another layer to interpretation that reveals a nature of Being. Eisenman’s
protest was overruled, and the anti-graffiti protection was added to the stelae anyway.
Responding to critics who felt the memorial was not historical and the abstract design too
theoretical and ambiguous, Eisenman created an accompanying information center that would
add the missing content and place the memorial in context. Included in the information center,
located beneath the memorial, is a collection of documentation of Jewish families and their
personal artefacts. To bring the visitor back to a place of self-reflection amongst the rows of
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historical content within the more traditional museum-style setting, an inconspicuous door at the
end of a corridor opens to another installation experience. Once the door closes behind the
viewer, they are cornered. Light peeks through a vertical slice in the concrete that forms a
wedge, and the viewer is transported back to a feeling of isolation and anxiety (see fig. 94).

Fig. 94. Hufton+Crow, Holocaust Tower in the Holocaust Museum, Berlin, Germany. Studio
Libeskind, 2001, libeskind.com/work/jewish-museum-berlin/. Accessed June 18, 2021.

The estimation of who is on the other side of the door while one is trapped creates competing
relief and fear, and isolation is briefly interrupted as the viewer becomes isolated with Others.
Exiting through the corridors is thus an escape and moment to breathe.
While the Memorial to the Murdered Jews of Europe was in its planning and construction
phase, another museum was preparing to open. In 2001 the Apartheid Museum became the
predominant public resource addressing the history of racism in twentieth century South Africa
(see fig. 95).
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Fig. 95. The Apartheid Museum, South Africa in Johannesburg. Yatra, 2020,
www.yatra.com/international-tourism/attractions-in-johannesburg/the-apartheid-museum.
Accessed June 18, 2021.

Designed and planned by the consortium Akani Egoli (Gold Reef City), it is the first
museum dedicated to presenting the rise and fall of apartheid. Divided into several sections, the
museum utilizes a multiplicity of media to address institutionalized racial segregation under
white supremacist ideology. By including film, photographs, text, artefacts, and art, the history
of apartheid reaches audience members in a way that appeals to their individual sensibilities. If
the museum was completely abstract, the universal concern still stands that the average audience
member may not understand what they are supposed to experience, assuming that there is an
expectation of what the viewer is supposed to experience. The inclusion of various media guides
interpretation; it is not open, but honors the diverse ways the audience prefers to receive
information.
At the front of the museum, standing erect like punctuation marks, are stelae defined by
seven fundamental values at the heart of the new South African constitution adopted in 1996:
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Democracy, Equality, Reconciliation, Diversity, Responsibility, Respect, and Freedom. Upon
entering the museum, visitors are classified according to race and must enter through the door
that aligns with their race group (see fig. 96).

Fig. 96. Exhibit entrance at the Apartheid Museum in South Africa in Johannesburg. Freedom
and Falcon Tours. falcontours.co.za/apartheid-museum/. Accessed June 18, 2021.

The segregation of visitors upon entering harkens back to the segregation apartheid was
designed to enforce. As explained further in the museum, apartheid was a response to increased
migration due to the discovery of gold and an increased fear of racial mixing. Racially diverse
figures depicted on mirrored panels intermingle with visitors, where the visitor not only
confronts the Other but themselves as well. The Segregation and Apartheid historical sections of
the museum trace the history of segregation beginning in 1910 as it was written into political
policy, laying the groundwork for apartheid in 1948, and increasing economic disparities
between Black and white Africans.
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Black Africans were forcibly removed from their homes as their political rights and
ability to make a living were stripped from them. Political executions and suspicious suicides
were carried out with regularity, all of which are reflected in the exhibits (see figs. 97).

Fig. 97. Exhibit on political executions at the Apartheid Museum in Johannesburg. Jerrisimosa,
2010, Blogspot, jerrisimosa2010.blogspot.com/2010/08/apartheid-museum-photos-4.html.
Accessed June 18, 2021.

The audience moves beneath a sea of nooses hanging from the ceiling above images of
murdered Black Africans. Continuing the work of the Black Consciousness founder Steve Biko,
protests and peaceful marches led by Soweto school children in 1976 gained strength until
demonstrations were widespread and white Africans could no longer ignore the moral
implications of apartheid. Once anti-apartheid activist Nelson Mandela was released from prison
after serving twenty-seven years for conspiring to overthrow the government, he spent his time
negotiating the unity of South Africa in order to heal the country. One portion of the exhibit
includes decommissioned weapons used to murder Black Africans, signifying that the
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negotiations were not peaceful, reinforcing the fact that more people died due to political
violence between 1990-1994 than the period between 1948-1990 (see fig. 98).

Fig. 98. Image from the exhibit at the Apartheid Museum of decommissioned and confiscated
weapons. Photo by Sean O’Toole. “The Structure of Memory: Johannesburg’s Apartheid
Museum,” Archive Issue, No. 55, Mar. 2020, Artthrob,
artthrob.co.za/02mar/reviews/apartheid.html. Accessed June 18, 2021.
Presenting documentation of Mandela’s presidency, the formation of the Truth and
Reconciliation Commission, and the formation of the new constitution, the last exhibition before
exiting is interactive. Up to this point, the viewer has confronted the Other, via the historical
timeline of events, photo and video documentation of first-person witness experiences, and forms
of violence frozen in sculpture. Before leaving, the viewer is invited to set an intention to fight
racism, discrimination, and prejudice by picking up a rock from one side of the exhibit and
adding it to a growing pile on the other side of the exhibit.
Akin to the collective activity of adding stones to a cairn, the gesture is a reflection, an
acknowledgment, and for many, an amends; in other words, a promise to do better moving
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forward. Moving outdoors, the viewer encounters a garden, including a healing reflection pool
inscribed with Nelson Mandela’s quote: “To be free is not merely to cast off one’s chains but to
live in a way that respects and enhances the freedom of others.” The grounds and landscaping
reflect the natural harshness and beauty of the South African topography, providing comfort and
reflection on the harshness of the content of the museum.
Taking inspiration from the Memorial to the Murdered Jews of Europe and the Apartheid
Museum, the founder of the Equal Justice Initiative in Montgomery, Alabama, Bryan Stevenson,
conceptualized a project unlike anything else in the U.S. With the help of the MASS Design
Group and numerous individual artists, The Legacy Museum and The Peace and Justice
Memorial opened to the public on April 26, 2018 in Montgomery. A multi-faceted complex, the
memorial and museum sit atop the highest point in the city and stretches across the topography
of racism directly challenging the white monopolization of public space. Situated along the slave
traders' row, the museum is housed in former pens used to keep the enslaved prior to sale (see
fig. 99).

Fig. 99. Exhibit at the Legacy Museum, Montgomery, Alabama. Photo unknown. Business
Insider Australia, Leanna Garfield, Pedestrian, 15 Apr. 2018,
www.businessinsider.com.au/alabamas-lynching-slavery-memorial-america-montgomeryopening-2018-4. Accessed June 18, 2021.
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The museum and memorial confront racial violence and lynching history by inserting a
disruption, coaxing new interpretation as well as providing a place for solace and reflection. The
representational, symbolic, experiential, and narrative that traces the history of the Black
enslaved to the epidemic of Black incarceration, have found a unique ability to speak to the
multiplicity of the audience with a sensitivity to how the audience prefers to receive information
when engaged in the act of remembrance and reflection. In other words, taking into consideration
the move towards minimalism in memorialization and the inclusion of the reality of violence, the
complex balances both. The result is a place of quiet reflection and violent reality where history
is reinforced, repeated in different ways, and a gap is bridged between the past and the present
for the purpose of creating a future public.
The complex has an order of operations, asking the visitor to attend The Legacy Museum
prior to visiting the Peace and Justice Memorial. When entering The Legacy Museum, the
visitor is greeted with a timeline that gives a history of the location on which the museum is
built, land that once belonged to the Creek Indians. It sits on the former Slave Importation Route,
near the Alabama River, and a short distance away from Court Square, where the Slave Auction
Market used to stand. Although the entrance is filled with text and historical facts, the firstperson testimonials reveal the anxiety of the enslaved, amplified by the history of the building.
When one understands that the pen symbolizes the most agonizing part of the slave trade,
keeping humans in a holding pattern while they wait to learn if they will be separated from their
families, the written testimonials sound like screams for help. Half of the enslaved were
separated from their families. The pen therefore signifies an enormous source of psychological
trauma. One first-person account as witnessed and recorded by Reverend W. Troy states:
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I found him in the act of catching the boy to have him sold. His mother; who grieved
much at the sight, was told if she did not hush, her back would be cow-hided. This same
man, soon after that, took her into the stable to whip her; and finding some difficulty
about getting off her clothes, took his knife and whipped her until she bled. Before I came
away, he had sold the last one of her children (Troy qtd by EJI).
In another account, O.V. Rogers says:
I tell you, people were miserable in that old slave-pen. Every day buyers came and
examined such slaves as they desired to buy. They used to make them open their mouths
so that they could examine their teeth; and they used to strip them naked, from head to
foot, to see whether they were perfectly sound...When they would put them naked that
way they used to switch them on the legs to make them jump around so that buyers could
see how supple they were (Rogers qtd by EJI).
As the viewer progresses through the entryway, they turn the corner into the pens themselves
where they are met with holograms behind bars: the enslaved in pens. As the viewer approaches
recordings are activated and actors having assumed the identities of the imprisoned speak
directly to the viewer. A mother pleads with the viewer to help her find her children. In a pen
further away, a boy and a girl are asking the viewer if they have seen their mother. The viewer is
bearing witness to their trauma situated to feel as though it is happening in real-time.
Emerging from the pen, a large timeline with photo documentation and quotes line the
wall, but the museum does more than trace the history of the domestic slave trade in the United
States. Stevenson’s evocative design powerfully reveals the correlation between the domestic
slave trade and the structural racism of mass incarceration. By the time the United States
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Congress abolished the international slave trade in 1808, the institution of slavery had developed
into a permanent, hereditary status centrally tied to race. Black people’s lifelong and unescapable
enslavement was defended by legal, political, religious, and scientific institutions as justified and
necessary, and was enforced through violence (EJI).
In his own words, William McWillie, the Governor of Mississippi in 1857 says, “As a
Christian people...It is the duty of the South to keep them in the present position, at any cost and
at every peril” (McWillie qtd by EJI).
On one side of the museum is the timeline with photo documentation that details the rise
of racial violence, the lack of the Federal Government’s commitment to enforcing civil rights
and security, the development of Black Codes that paved the way for Jim Crow, the
incarcerations of Black people for breaking Black Codes, the Great Migration in response to
racial terrorism, and legal court proceedings that moved public lynching to a private courtroom
for the same infractions with the same devastating outcomes. The criminal justice system
continued to be weaponized.
A headline on the wall from the Selma Times Journal, Sunday June 9, 1963 reads, “Ask
Yourself This Important Question: What Have I Personally Done to Maintain Segregation?” For
four dollars, a person could join the citizens council to uphold segregation and thwart sit-ins,
marches, and Black voter registration efforts. Racial bias was rife in schools during
desegregation, with Black children branded deviants and delinquents, leading them to be in
disproportionate contact with the justice system. The exhibit reminds that while the Civil Rights
Act addresses discrimination in voting, education, and employment, it does not protect against
racial discrimination in the criminal justice system.
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Portraits of Black leaders adorn a room at the far end of the building, where benches
invite the audience to sit with the images. Phone booths that evoke booths in prison allow the
visitor to sit across from and spend time listening to the recording of an incarcerated person on
the other end of the phone, including Anthony Ray Hinton who spent twenty-eight years on
death row after being convicted by an all-white jury. On the opposite wall of the timeline are
interactive exhibits, testimonials, and jars of earth lining shelf after shelf (see fig. 100).

Fig. 100. Melton, Audra. Hundreds of jars of soil at the Legacy Museum taken from documented
lynching sites. History Stories, Daina Ramey Berry, History, 2021,
preview.history.com/news/lynching-museum-visiting-children. Accessed June 19, 2021.

The earth has been collected from identified lynching places, while each jar represents an
individual or multiple people in one location who lost their life to lynching. Their names are
carefully written on each jar along with the date of their murder. Testimonials are printed on
transparent sheets hanging from the ceiling, still crying for someone to listen through stories of
physical and sexual exploitation, with sculptor Titus Kaphar’s Doubt illustrating the written
sentiments (see fig.101).

307

Fig. 101. Kaphar, Titus. Doubt. The Arts Fuse, photo by the Equal Justice Initiative, published
by Kathleen Stone, Arts Fuse, 26 Dec. 2019, artsfuse.org/192584/visual-arts-review-the-legacymuseum-an-american-inheritance/. Accessed June 19, 2021.

In 2020 near the exit of the museum there was a stark reminder of the contemporary South:
Today, the Alabama state constitution still mandates that there be racial
segregation in education with separate schools for white and colored children. While
barring black children from attending schools with white students is prohibited by federal
law, the Alabama constitutional ban still exists. In 2004 and 2012 an effort to remove this
language from the state constitution through a statewide referendum was attempted. On
both occasions, predominantly white voters elected to ratify this language and keep this
restriction in the state constitution (EJI).
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The 2020 proposal for Amendment 4 read:

Amendment 4 authorizes the Legislative Services Agency to delete constitutionally
invalid provisions, racist language, and obsolete, antiquated, or duplicate language
from the state constitution, and to re-organize its 900 amendments by county rather
than enactment date. The agency will submit its draft language to the legislature
during the 2022 regular session, and if three-fifths of state lawmakers approve it, the
draft language will be put on the 2022 ballot for voters to approve or reject. Voters
will be able to review the draft language on the Secretary of State’s website prior to
election day (EJI).
The new amendment passed on November 3, 2020 by 67%. The Legacy Museum guides the
audience through an historical timeline of events while asking the viewer to think historically,
bringing together the past to better understand the present and inform the future.
A short drive from the museum is the Peace and Justice Memorial (see fig. 102).

Fig. 102. The Peace and Justice Memorial designed by the Equal Justice Initiative. Photo by
William Abranowicz. Architecture + Design, Architectural Digest, 27 May 2018,
www.architecturaldigest.com/story/confronting-the-past-the-new-national-memorial-for-peaceand-justice?mbid=synd_yahoo_rss. Accessed June 19, 2021.
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Although free to the public, the outdoor exhibit requires a docent to access, presumably
to help protect the art and avoid the potential for defacement. It also allows an opportunity for
staff to direct the audience to The Legacy Museum first, so that they come to the memorial with
context. With the heaviness of the content of The Legacy Museum still in the forefront of
thought, The Peace and Justice Memorial is a place of quiet reflection. Upon entering the
memorial, the first sculpture depicts figures frozen in time after having been shackled (see fig.
103).

Fig. 103. Akoto-Bamfo, Kwame. Nkyinkim. Blueprint, Adina Solomon, Design Curial, 8 Oct.
2018, http://www.designcurial.com/news/writing-wrongs-national-memorial-for-peace-andjustice-6764964. Accessed June 19, 2021.

Kwame Akoto-Bamfo's figures are life-sized, placing them on the same physical plane as
the viewer. Their agonized faces give illustration to the rows of testimonials, and the pain of
being kidnapped, brought to America, and led to pens is palpable. Following the pathway
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through the manicured courtyard, a sunny day is deceptively cheerful as the lush green grass
provides a gentle introduction to the magnitude of violence the viewer is preparing to encounter.
In similar fashion to the stelae at the memorial and museum in Berlin and South Africa,
the burnt umber slabs of weathered steel are at first touchable, in arms reach of the viewer (see
fig. 104).

Fig. 104. EJI, The Peace and Justice Memorial in Montgomery, Alabama. Photo by Lisa M.
Williamson, 10 Oct. 2020.

Close inspection reveals the individual name, or several names, of lynching victims
punched through the metal, the natural light illuminating each individually. In many, the name is
simply “Unknown.” The year of their murder is placed under their name. The county is presented
above the names at the top on many of the stelae, and each of the eight hundred slabs is inscribed
with the name of one county. There is no obvious rhyme or reason with placement, it is not in
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any identifiable order, so the viewers search through county after county in order to find the
atrocities that took place in their own hometown. Throughout the search, connections are being
made. Where is the longest list of victims? What does this crime say about this county? What is
this county like today? Is it any different? Has it changed? Encounters with Others lead to
conversations and stories. I had no idea we had lynchings here. Can you believe how many?
Where are you from? And soon another connection is made that this history was not taught in
school. . . as each county would prefer to forget.
Rounding the first corner, the stelae gradually rise off the ground and the viewer begins
to descend a wide wooden ramp, steps striking the planks as the spiral turns the corner again and
now the stelae are overhead and rising higher (see figs. 105 & 106).

Fig. 105. EJI. The Peace and Justice Memorial, Montgomery, Alabama, photo by Lisa M.
Williamson, 10 Oct. 2020.
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Fig. 106. EJI. The Peace and Justice Memorial, Montgomery, Alabama, photo by Lisa M.
Williamson, 10 Oct. 2020.

The counties are no longer listed across the top, but across the bottom, so the viewer must
look up to see the counties on the bottom of each hanging structure. As the underside of the
stelae continue to rise, the testimonials emerge on the walls. This time they are the perceived
infractions committed by Black people that led to a death sentence (see fig. 107).

Fig. 107. EJI. The Peace and Justice Memorial, Montgomery, Alabama. Photo by Lisa M.
Williamson, 10 Oct. 2020.
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The following infractions have been collected by the Equal Justice Initiative and are on display
as the audience walks beneath the hanging stelae.
“Frank Dodd was lynched in DeWitt, Arkansas, in 1916 for annoying a white woman.”
“Dozens of men, women, and children were lynched in a massacre in East St. Louis, Illinois, in
1917
“Mary Turner was lynched, with her unborn child, at Folsom Bridge at the Brooks-Lowndes
County line in Georgia in 1918 for complaining about the recent lynching of her husband, Hayes
Turner.”
“Henry Patterson was lynched in Labelle, Florida, in 1926 for asking a white woman for a drink
of water.”
“A black man was lynched in Millersburg, Ohio, in 1892 for ‘standing around’ in a white
neighborhood.”
“William Wardley was lynched in Irondale, Alabama in 1896 because local white merchants
wrongly thought his money was counterfeit.”
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The unfounded accusations against the Black victims persist, one after another after another. On
the furthest wall, at the bottom of the spiral and under the canopy of stelae, is a meditation on
remembrance that says:
FOR THE HANGED AND BEATEN.
FOR THE SHOT, DROWNED, AND BURNED.
FOR THE TORTURED, TORMENTED, AND TERRORIZED.
FOR THOSE ABANDONED BY THE RULE OF LAW.
WE WILL REMEMBER.
WITH HOPE BECAUSE HOPELESSNESS IS THE ENEMY OF JUSTICE.
WITH COURAGE BECAUSE PEACE REQUIRES BRAVERY.
WITH PERSISTENCE BECAUSE JUSTICE IS A CONSTANT STRUGGLE.
WITH FAITH BECAUSE WE SHALL OVERCOME.
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Upon exiting the structure, the viewer passes a new formation of stelae with the same names and
counties, only this time they have been laid to rest with love and care (see figs. 108 & 109).

Figs. 108 & 109. EJI. The Peace and Justice Memorial, Montgomery, Alabama. Photo by Lisa
M. Williamson, 10 Oct. 2020.
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Whereas Berlin and Johannesburg house gorgeous contemporary memorial structures
visited by millions of local residents and tourists every year, Montgomery, Alabama, has recently
been experiencing high unemployment and low job growth. So why put the U.S.’s most
impressive contemporary museum and memorial to the victims of racial violence in a city in
decline? The answer lies in the fact that Montgomery was home to the first Confederate White
House, served as the first Confederate capital, and was one of the most active slave trading sites
in the country. In 1860, two-thirds of the city’s population were enslaved Black people.
Proximity of place and preservation of geographical history, streets, and buildings reveal
a palimpsest of structures challenging the white Southern narrative of slavery. The Black
population of Montgomery is higher than the white population, and yet until the opening of the
memorial and museum, the infrastructure of the prominent slave-trading square remained
unscathed and unchallenged. The inclusion of Amendment 4 on the 2020 ballot serves as another
indicator of the conversations that are only beginning in Alabama. However, I observe there is
something incredibly special about Montgomery that makes it the ideal location for a
conversation on U.S. crimes against humanity and ongoing racial violence.
The entirety of Montgomery serves as an apeiron, where streets loop the visitor past
intentional structures that have called themselves monuments and have exerted power and
instilled fear. From plantations to government buildings to the docks where the enslaved
disembarked to the trader’s row where the business of slavery was conducted, something as
benign as an interracial couple holding hands while strolling through the very same streets
becomes another loop of interpretive activity. As recently as the year 2000 their coupleship was
written into Alabama’s constitution as being illegal. The city is rife not only with unintentional
monumental activities and actions, or activities and actions whose importance is acknowledged
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over time, but unintentional places where new memories are forged and transformation is
possible.
Less than a mile away from the museum and the memorial is Court Square, the former
site of the city’s slavery auction blocks. The fountain installed on top of an artesian well in 1885,
is crowned by Hebe, the goddess of youth, who faces away from the courthouse, towards the
road, forever waiting for the ghosts of the enslaved to exit the boats on the river (see fig. 110).

Fig. 110. Court Square Fountain, Montgomery, Alabama. Photo by Lisa Williamson. 11 Oct.
2020.

It was from this place the enslaved would be separated and sent to pens, waiting to be
dragged to auction with livestock. If one faces the female sculpture and looks past her towards
the capital building, they will see the Dexter Avenue Baptist Church where Martin Luther King
began his first full time pastorship. This location is also where he met with civil rights activist
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Rosa Parks to plan the bus boycott that became the catalyst for the larger Civil Rights Movement
in 1955. Directly to the left of the female statue is the bus stop. Rosa Parks is memorialized with
a statue at Court Square along with plaques to the four women who inspired her protest several
months earlier: Claudette Colvin, Aurelia Browder, Susie McDonald, and Mary Louise Smith
(see fig. 111).

Fig. 111. Rosa Parks statue and plaques to Claudette Colvin, Aurelia Browder, Susie McDonald,
Mary Louise Smith in Montgomery, Alabama. Photo by Lisa Williamson. 11 Oct. 2020.

Ten years after the bus boycott that spurred the Civil Rights Movement, non-violent
activists marched fifty-four miles from Selma, Alabama to the foot of the same fountain to
demand their right to vote, defying segregationist repression. And on June 19th, or Juneteenth, of
2020, the anniversary of when federal troops arrived in Galveston, Texas to ensure all enslaved
were made aware that they were free, a Black Lives Matter mural was painted around the
fountain as the latest counter-Confederate aesthetic (see fig. 112).
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Fig. 112. Black Lives Matter Mural being painted around Court Square Fountain in
Montgomery, Alabama. Photo by Mickey Welsh. Daily Mountain Eagle, AP, 20 Jun. 2020,
mountaineagle.com/stories/black-lives-matter-painted-at-site-of-former-slave-market,26319.
Accessed June 19, 2021.

The inclusion of the mural solidifies Court Square as an unintentional monument,
deemed as such by the community, and whose significance continues to increase over time. It is
a memorial to human beings and the continued pursuit of equality, while serving as reminder of
all that has been overcome.
Art that exposes white supremacy emerges from the wreckage of slavery within
Montgomery and does not cover the history of the city; it reveals each layer of meaning. The
beauty of Montgomery is that it both recovers a sense of experience so that it may be examined
and also puts forth a new possibility of experience. And while experience allows one to make
sense of specific things, a phenomenological approach to public art provides an invitation for the
audience to make sense of the world they experience. Heidegger demonstrates that the audience
undergoes this movement by being-in-the-world through an extension of concern, or care, while
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Levinas expands on this by saying that one’s being-in-the-world is rooted in an ethics of care for
the Other.
Confederate structures serve the Heideggerian notion of a type of first, or fundamental,
philosophy; in other words, an ontological mirror of white supremacy that stays erect when
generations perish and new generations seek the meaning of experience through public
representation. There exists an expression of concern, but it is also at the expense of a lack of
concern. The application of an ethics of care in public art is what is on display in Budapest,
Berlin, and Montgomery. Care is undertaken by the decision makers in their efforts to make
public amends with groups in the community who have been harmed, care is undertaken by the
artists in collaborative design and community engagement, and care is undertaken at the
installation sites in public when considering the public that is being served.
Confederate structures are flexible enough to survive recontextualization with the
subtraction of racist language and/or the inclusion of counter-Confederate structures, such as
Wiley’s Rumors of War on Monument Avenue in Richmond, Virginia mentioned in Chapter
Four. The aperion is at work in looping the structures together and creating an openness for new
textures of experience to emerge within the individual and the community’s understanding of
their history. Even a white supremacist must look at the Black rider atop his horse and ask
themselves What is this Black horseman doing here? seeking within themselves an answer to
their own question. A rejection, or dismissal, becomes a transformative experience as one can no
longer feign ignorance and must engage in critical thinking. What they choose to do with their
new insight is their personal experience, no less important even if dangerous, but remains
personal without being on public display to harm others. If they were sleepwalking down
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Monument Avenue before, accepting the Confederate sculptures as infallible, Wiley jolts them
awake and exposes their bias.
The bias within is revealed, changing the understanding of the surrounding Confederate
structures. It may strengthen resentment within the white supremacist, or it may soften them,
however, the success lies in the insertion of experience that may become the kairos for a new
experience and a new way of seeing. The power of Wiley’s sculpture is in meeting
representational with representational. Although his figure is historically fictitious, it countered
the narrow and one-sidedness of the Confederate horsemen presented as the only brave and
heroic characters of the Civil War. Now that the Confederate horsemen have been removed, the
question remains whether or not white supremacy has been defeated or if it is quietly regrouping
for a counter-offense.
The Peace and Justice Memorial engages the apeiron in a different way than countersupremacist structures. The entirety of the complex has reclaimed a physical place, plots of land
and swathes of the city of Montgomery so that the entirety of the downtown area is included in
the recontextualization of slavery and the continuation of racial violence. Moments of kairos
within The Peace and Justice Memorial and The Legacy Museum are designed to grab the
attention of the audience to spark a new experience in a variety of ways. The utilization of actors
and the retelling of stories, chronological timelines, memorialized jars of earth, and public art
that is expressed as representational and abstract, all form the apeiron. The various loops work
together by challenging not only history, but historiography, moving back and forth from past to
present while making space for others’ stories to be told. The connection between slavery and
mass incarceration, generational trauma, and systemic racism are expressed in written language
and reinforced with visual language and sensory experience.
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The work each component does to express the experience of racial violence creates an
imprint of memory on the audience. Relinquishing idealism so that it is replaced with painful
truth causes anxiety, but out of this anxiety is growth and a chance for new ways of seeing, of
being with others and Others, and an invitation to develop or deepen empathy, compassion, and
understanding. Addressing a history of violence through public art therefore becomes a
transformative process of healing for the audience, at times meditative, that may not move the
audience to conflict resolution but closer to acceptance and inclusion while removing escalating
factors that continue to harm the audience. Circular interpretation must be opened for this to
occur. The apeiron must be engaged publicly in order to reflect the intention of the governing
body to make amends and for new memories to be imprinted. Only then can we hope to mend
racial divides by harnessing the power of public art to successfully counter Confederate
aesthetics.
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Conclusion

Whether Confederate structures are called monuments, memorials, or sculptural works of
art does not deter from the fact that their public presence across the U.S. landscape creates a
great divide. Philosopher Hans-Georg Gadamer says, “If we define the task of hermeneutics as
the bridging of personal or historical distance between minds, then the experience of art would
seem to fall entirely outside its province. For of all the things that confront us in nature and
history, it is the work of art that speaks to us most directly” (Gadamer 95). The immediacy of the
judgment of art means it has the power to pierce the viewer, reach into their stomach, hold their
heart, or squeeze their throat. Visual representation can sometimes speak faster than words, thus
bypassing the interpretive process. Although this immediacy can be exhilarating and euphoric, it
can also wound the audience. Mediation between language and visuals helps to move interpretive
process through immediate judgment, allowing for a multiplicity of interpretations. Although the
audience may hold fast to their own personal interpretation, the presentation of more gives new
modes of understanding that may not have otherwise been considered.
Language confirms experience therefore experience needs to include not only the visual
but the sensible and the relationship between the two. Thus, language guides the audience to the
meaning of things, the sculpture provides a perspective that is still not an accurate depiction of
the thing represented, and perception is the experience of the sculpture through the individual
point of view. An experience that lacks language is hard to express, and phenomenology allows
several different expressions of experience. The audience’s relationship to Confederate
sculptures is already engaging phenomenology because past experience dictates how we
experience the work in the present.
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We pace. We stand face to face. We gaze, view, observe, stare, and are stared at by others
as we stare. We are looking for harmony and symmetry, comparing and contrasting, looking for
sameness and differences in ourselves and all that the monumentalized or memorialized body
represents. We recognize a familiarity and difference and feel incomplete in front of them or feel
a desire to be completed by them. We may feel more completed by the sculpture’s destruction
even though removal runs the risk of engaging the same tactical force used to install the
structure. One power structure is imposed upon another and the argument is no longer about the
structure itself but ethics and goodness and who has the right to speak, feel, monumentalize, or
memorialize.
Intentional monuments, or monuments created to be monuments, arrive with a plan.
They are created to say something colossal. They instill fear of what might be or has already
been lost. I maintain that not only are monuments created to instill fear, but they are created out
of fear. Their creators are afraid of a future without the object/person/ideology being
monumentalized. The activity of creating a monument to instill fear and out of fear is not
necessarily a bad thing. Maybe one creates a monument because they are afraid of losing their
rights as a woman and want the audience to be fearful of this as well. By contrast, the
unintentional monument emerges over time, its voice starts as a whisper and builds to be a howl.
It is not planned but is a monumentalization of an event or series of events that human beings
come to recognize as significant. The unintentional monument may not have arisen out of fear,
but fear is what causes it to become monumentalized. Both intentional and unintentional
monuments can be anxiety-inducing because they are about the death of the
object/person/ideology, but intentional monuments are deliberate. Confederate structures to
white supremacy have been called monuments because they are created out of anxiety in order to
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instill anxiety. The fore-meanings we bring with us when we interpret a Confederate structure
determines what that anxiety is for each audience member.
One might be anxious about their own safety or the safety of their family, or be anxious
about their future. They may be anxious because they feel as though their identity is in peril and
the monument symbolizes the destruction of identity. The word monument relates to scale and
signals to the audience that whatever it is that is making them anxious, it is big. And the audience
feels this bigness because the word monument tells the audience to feel big emotions. Attach the
word monument to a small object and notice how the word inflates the sense of scale. If the
audience is not immediately struck by how big the object wants them to feel, the word monument
puts them on a path searching for why it is called a monument, which is where they will find the
Confederate memorial, oftentimes confused for or used interchangeably with the word
monument.
A Confederate memorial is deceptive because it has several purposes. While the
monument’s power crushes the audience, the memorial is the force working in partnership to
uphold its’ rhetoric. The Confederate monument reminds the audience to be afraid while the
Confederate memorial helps the audience remember their internalized fears. The audience is
squeezed in a vice regardless of whether they are BIPOC or white because all see their own
mortality reflected in Confederate sculptures. Confederate memorials give the illusion of care for
others, or the thick relations that string together lineage through tradition and loyalty. They give
the illusion that they are about mourning and grieving the loss of a loved one.
Grieving might have been the initial catalyst for their construction, but archived
dedication speeches provide evidence to the contrary. They are about grieving and racism, they
are about extending care and withholding it. This dichotomy, like the monument, keeps the
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audience in anxious limbo. White people grieving at the foot of a Confederate memorial grieve
for themselves because they do not know the soldier they claim to be grieving. Maybe they
grieve the general loss of life, but this is done through the lens of self since they do not share
present history with the deceased Confederate, meaning they are attached through ancestry or
ideology as opposed to human connectivity. Today’s grieving neo-Confederate has never had a
conversation with the deceased memorialized Confederate outside of fantasy and imagination;
they grieve the fragile ideology, not the human being.
The Confederate monument and memorial work together to reinforce the other on a
hermeneutic circle that keeps both trapped on a merry-go-round of interpretation. The
experience of the audience is either as a participant in white supremacy or not, but both are
affected by white supremacy in a negative way even if they do not acknowledge this. The
audience is either anxiously grieving their heroes and an ideology that is quickly sinking, or they
are facing genuine threats by those who have dedicated themselves to picking up the torch and
keeping white supremacy alive. Both experiences of fear play a role in the public’s interpretation
of Confederate monuments and memorials, with the unsettling fact being that Confederate
sculptures are what the United States has long considered acceptable public art. Art in public
helps to shape the public, therefore it should be of no surprise that white supremacy continues to
be a threat when art that celebrates white supremacy remains uncritiqued in public places.
The hermeneutic circle must assume responsibility for perpetuating Confederate
mythology because of the loop of interpretation and projection between the words Confederate,
monument and memorial and between the sculpture and audience. The words assert and confirm
that the structure is a sculpture to white supremacy while the ways in which the audience
understands the structure is through fore-meanings, interpretation, projection, and confirmation,
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confirmation by the audience that relates to the structure, sees themselves in the structure, and
are moved by nostalgia, family loyalty, and ideological tradition. The sculptures confirm their
sense of identity while they seek mirrors in a culture that is finally acknowledging and
attempting to pivot away from white supremacy.
Removal of a white supremacist structure, to some, must feel like a removal of identity
and heritage. Learning that a Confederate sculpture is no longer accepted as public art when one
fastens their identity so tightly to it must feel as though one is not accepted by the public either.
Removal of the structure therefore becomes a symbolic revisiting of the Civil War where the
Confederates accuse an elite class of trampling over their rights of personal expression and the
Hegelian master/slave dialectic when the desire to be seen is engaged. Resentment becomes the
motor behind Confederate rallies and protests surrounding the preservation of sculptures. The
argument is not put forth by them that the sculptures are great works of art, that the artist is an
important figure, or that the sculpture has historical merit. The argument is about the narcissistic
I and we, in that I feel we are being discriminated against, we feel we are being bullied, my
identity is being challenged. In challenging my identity my way of being is vulnerable and my
ego risks collapse.
The hermeneutic circle as it relates to the audience is therefore a hard line, black or white,
all-or-nothing mode of interpretation when applied to Confederate sculptures. If they remain on
the circle, they reinforce white supremacy, if the circle is removed entirely, the white
supremacist is fragile and becomes volatile in order to self-preserve. Confederate aesthetics
removed from public spaces signal a cultural paradigm shift that the white supremacist fears. The
decision each community makes regarding preservation or removal determines a movement of
interpretation in which the audience engages. By removing a section of the circle, the
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interpretation/projection loop is opened. Like a tornado gathering speed, energy on a circular
loop increases in strength and power. Remove a portion of the circle and energy stops spinning,
movement is halted. Movement can be halted by removing or adding language, such as
descriptors of what the Confederacy is, based on their self-identification as a government
founded on racial superiority.
The circle can be halted by removing the word monument or memorial and replacing it
with the word sculpture, or by removing the sculpture. Removing the word monument halts the
interpretation that it is a structure meant to impose power. Removing the word memorial moves
the understanding of the structure away from the notion that it is in memory of an individual, but
a structure to a lost ideal. Removing the sculpture stops the movement of interpretation, creating
a rip in the circle. This obstruction does not mean interpretation stops, only the movement of
interpretative activity stops. The audience engages with the hermeneutic circle where the
answers had always been given to them and must mend the tears of the circle by filling in the
holes with their imagination.
Tearing the circle, obstructing it in order to halt interpretative activity that moves the
audience to judgment, is a temporary solution. Obstructing the circle, forcing the audience to
come to their own conclusions rather than the conclusion the structure wants them to have, is
where slippage occurs, and the structures lend themselves to abuses of memory. This fragile
moment of open-ended questioning that keeps the mind at play is where the hermeneutic apeiron
has the ability to redirect energy and interpretation, therefore opening new ways of
understanding. When not applied to structures that abuse the audience, open-ended circles allow
imagination to flourish and play, however play without context can escalate conflict to abuse.
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The apeiron twists the singular interpretation of the circle and directs the energy of the openended inquiry to keep it from escalating conflict to abuse.
The hermeneutic apeiron redirects energy by picking up the judgement and positing
another line of inquiry. Rather than being trapped on a question and answer loop, or the openended question with no answers, the apeiron formulates a multiplicity of questions that accept a
multiplicity of answers. It is simplistic to say all Confederate structures are only bad, all
Confederate structures are only abuses of memory and all should be removed. Likewise it is
simplistic to say all Confederate structures are markers of history and should remain in their
original state for historic purposes. Neither proclamation addresses the nuance of the structures
and the fragile identities intertwined with their creators. The structures do more harm than good
while they stand unchallenged in public; they no longer serve the purpose for which they were
created.
I posit that leaving the structures as they are while inserting new structures to expose
their message can facilitate a movement either to conflict resolution or transformation by way of
the movement of the hermeneutic apeiron. In opening interpretation and proposing new
questions, the audience moves toward an experience of experience rather than a concrete reading
of the sculpture. Conflict resolution might be an idealized outcome, but in shaping the future
public, transformation inches the individual closer to a fuller understanding of the experience of
the Other through phenomenological means.
Openness to the truth of others, not just our own, is necessary for genuine dialogue that
proposes rather than asserts, and accepts the truths of others even when it contradicts our own.
Confederate structures are meant to intimidate the audience so that they will conform to what is
socially acceptable by white supremacist standards. Public discourse is therefore a political life
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shared together even if what is believed to be good is competing with another’s understanding of
good. If other truths are incorporated, Confederate structures can be places of truth rather than
violence. When structures are removed, the public is denied the fulfilling and courageous labor
of challenging one another in order to grow their knowledge. When Confederate structures are
unchallenged, there is no growth; instead, the production of stagnate rhetoric neglecting new
inventions continues.
Confederate structures are ideology on display by white supremacists that make us
question who we are. When the structures are removed, the ideology is hidden to a degree. The
inner lives of white supremacists are no longer on display and falsely believed to be non-existent.
The audience disappears because there is nothing to see. But if the structures remain, and they
include dialogical structures, they have commanded the interest of the audience who then
become investigators. Investigation becomes a meditation of language, sensible experience, and
truth through our own language, sensible experience, and truth. Investigation directed towards
the visual display turns the investigation back on ourselves and we remain in question.
For many, this questioning is frightening. When one has never had to question their
identity, or their consciousness, or had their truths questioned, or had their truths challenged, it is
a painful experience; it is anxiety-inducing yet also an opportunity for growth. White supremacy
means that, within the confidence of white identity, someone else, a member of the BIPOC
community, has had their identity questioned and truth challenged or dismissed; it means a
member of the BIPOC community has already experienced or continues to experience the
anxiety that white supremacists are fighting to avoid. The goal should not be to usurp one power
structure for another; rather it is to be together in community and learn from each other’s
anxieties through our own.
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While this project utilizes the logical dissection of language to expose holes in the
ontological logic of structures to white supremacy, the solution to racial harmony will not be
found in logic. However, returning to Wittgenstein, there are things that can and cannot be said,
yet they can be felt, and movements can be made in the experience of experience. Art rooted in
phenomenology picks up where this writing ends; it expresses the emotions that cannot be
expressed with words when silent contemplation about the way in which white supremacist
ideology is perpetuated in public art is at a pivotal point.
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Notes

Margalit’s notion of the Other is derived from Emmanuel Levinas’s ethics of the Other. For
Levinas, one’s face-to-face encounter with the Other deposits a responsibility for the Other in
oneself. Margalit further separates other and Other in order to demonstrate the difference between
other as outside of oneself and Other as complete stranger to oneself.
1

2

In Flander’s Fields by John McCrae

In Flanders fields the poppies blow
Between the crosses, row on row,
That mark our place; and in the sky
The larks, still bravely singing, fly
Scarce heard amid the guns below.
We are the Dead. Short days ago
We lived, felt dawn, saw sunset glow,
Loved and were loved, and now we lie,
In Flanders fields.
Take up our quarrel with the foe:
To you from failing hands we throw
The torch; be yours to hold it high.
If ye break faith with us who die
We shall not sleep, though poppies grow
In Flanders fields.
www.poetryfoundation.org/poems/47380/in-flanders-fields. Accessed Aug 25, 2021.
3

The Wound-Dresser by Walt Whitman

An old man bending I come among new faces,
Years looking backward resuming in answer to children,
Come tell us old man, as from young men and maidens that love me,
(Arous’d and angry, I’d thought to beat the alarum, and urge relentless war,
But soon my fingers fail’d me, my face droop’d and I resign’d myself,
To sit by the wounded and soothe them, or silently watch the dead;)
Years hence of these scenes, of these furious passions, these chances,
Of unsurpass’d heroes, (was one side so brave? the other was equally brave;)
Now be witness again, paint the mightiest armies of earth,
Of those armies so rapid so wondrous what saw you to tell us?
What stays with you latest and deepest? of curious panics,
Of hard-fought engagements or sieges tremendous what deepest remains?
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O maidens and young men I love and that love me,
What you ask of my days those the strangest and sudden your talking recalls,
Soldier alert I arrive after a long march cover’d with sweat and dust,
In the nick of time I come, plunge in the fight, loudly shout in the rush of successful charge,
Enter the captur’d works—yet lo, like a swift running river they fade,
Pass and are gone they fade—I dwell not on soldiers’ perils or soldiers’ joys,
(Both I remember well—many of the hardships, few the joys, yet I was content.)
But in silence, in dreams’ projections,
While the world of gain and appearance and mirth goes on,
So soon what is over forgotten, and waves wash the imprints off the sand,
With hinged knees returning I enter the doors, (while for you up there,
Whoever you are, follow without noise and be of strong heart.)
Bearing the bandages, water and sponge,
Straight and swift to my wounded I go,
Where they lie on the ground after the battle brought in,
Where their priceless blood reddens the grass, the ground,
Or to the rows of the hospital tent, or under the roof’d hospital,
To the long rows of cots up and down each side I return,
To each and all one after another I draw near, not one do I miss,
An attendant follows holding a tray, he carries a refuse pail,
Soon to be fill’d with clotted rags and blood, emptied, and fill’d again.
I onward go, I stop,
With hinged knees and steady hand to dress wounds,
I am firm with each, the pangs are sharp yet unavoidable,
One turns to me his appealing eyes—poor boy! I never knew you,
Yet I think I could not refuse this moment to die for you, if that would save you.
On, on I go, (open doors of time! open hospital doors!)
The crush’d head I dress, (poor crazed hand tear not the bandage away,)
The neck of the cavalry-man with the bullet through and through I examine,
Hard the breathing rattles, quite glazed already the eye, yet life struggles hard,
(Come sweet death! be persuaded O beautiful death!
In mercy come quickly.)
From the stump of the arm, the amputated hand,
I undo the clotted lint, remove the slough, wash off the matter and blood,
Back on his pillow the soldier bends with curv’d neck and side falling head,
His eyes are closed, his face is pale, he dares not look on the bloody stump,
And has not yet look’d on it.
I dress a wound in the side, deep, deep,
But a day or two more, for see the frame all wasted and sinking,
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And the yellow-blue countenance see.
I dress the perforated shoulder, the foot with the bullet-wound,
Cleanse the one with a gnawing and putrid gangrene, so sickening, so offensive,
While the attendant stands behind aside me holding the tray and pail.
I am faithful, I do not give out,
The fractur’d thigh, the knee, the wound in the abdomen,
These and more I dress with impassive hand, (yet deep in my breast a fire, a burning flame.)
Thus in silence in dreams’ projections,
Returning, resuming, I thread my way through the hospitals,
The hurt and wounded I pacify with soothing hand,
I sit by the restless all the dark night, some are so young,
Some suffer so much, I recall the experience sweet and sad,
(Many a soldier’s loving arms about this neck have cross’d and rested,
Many a soldier’s kiss dwells on these bearded lips.)
www.poetryfoundation.org/poems/53027/the-wound-dresser. Accessed Aug 25, 2021.
4

Fred Ross, Founder and Chairman of the Art Renewal Center, says of abstract art in his essay
“Abstract Art is Not Art and Definitely Not Abstract”:
The people who are splashing paint on a canvas in pretty patterns, or brushing it on
in aesthetically pleasing color combinations, are not doing anything abstract. They
are merely depositing little tangible blobs of paint that do not stand in for anything
at all.
I genuinely believe that people have derived a sense of aesthetic pleasure from some
of their creations. But they are not in fact works of art. The most beautiful of their
color fields cannot compare to a field of primroses. They are not works of art, no
matter how beautiful, because there are no real abstractions in them, there are no
meaningful selections from nature, no great activity of mind. They may mix colors
prettily as they please (most of them aim for ugliness) but without selection based
on knowledge of the forms of the real world they do not make works of art — and
they are not artists.
www.artrenewal.org/Article/Title/abstract-art-is-not-art. Accessed Aug 25, 2021.
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5

The number of stelae, or concrete slabs, at the Holocaust Memorial in Berlin, Germany has no
specific meaning. The lack of personal information, including individual names, has been one of
many criticisms of Peter Eisenman’s design.
http://berlinlogs.com/2015/07/holocaust-memorial-5-things-everyone.html. Accessed Aug 25,
2021.

